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I	 declare	 that	 the	 present	 thesis	 is	 my	 own	 work,	 except	 where	 due	







This	 study	 explores	 how	 students	 develop	 intercultural	 competencies	 through	
teamwork	experiences.	Universities,	in	order	to	produce	“global	graduates,”	need	
to	 focus	 on	 fostering	 their	 students'	 teamwork	 skills	 and	 intercultural	
competencies	 so	 that	 they	 can	 communicate	 well	 with	 people	 from	 different	










competencies	 were	 demonstrated	 and	 enhanced	 through	 their	 teamwork	
projects,	and	areas	in	which	they	could	be	enhanced	further.	This	will	be	followed	
by	policy	recommendations	for	designing	student	teamwork	projects,	with	a	focus	



















This	 chapter	 will	 introduce	 the	 context	 and	 background	 to	 this	 research,	
underlining	its	importance,	and	the	overall	research	aims.	Then,	I	will	present	my	
motivation	 for	 undertaking	 this	 research.	 After	 this,	 the	 key	 concepts	 of	 this	
research	are	presented	and	defined.	These	concepts	are	Culture	and	Intercultural	
Communication,	 Intercultural	 Competence,	 Global	 Graduates,	 and	
Teamwork/Group	work.	This	is	followed	by	an	outline	to	the	overall	structure	of	
this	thesis.	
1.1 Context and Background to this Study 
	
The	 main	 problem	 that	 this	 research	 aims	 to	 tackle	 is	 that	 intercultural	
competencies	are	incredibly	important	for	students	to	learn	before	they	graduate	












the	 second	 is	 student	 employability	 and	 the	 development	 of	 intercultural	
competencies,	and	the	third	is	the	use	of	teamwork	in	assessed	modules	as	part	of	
student	degrees	in	HEIs.	Internationalisation	within	higher	education	can	refer	to	
several	 different	 areas,	 such	 as	 increased	 level	 of	 information	 sharing,	 greater	
movement	of	students	and	academics,	international	collaborations,	or	the	spread	
of	online	education	courses	(Streitwieser,	2014).	 Indeed,	 internationalisation	 is	
not	easily	defined	(Callan,	1998;	Knight,	1997).	However,	for	the	purposes	of	this	












An	opportunity	 to	prepare	 students	 for	 these	workplaces	 can	be	 through	 team	
projects	 in	 which	 the	 students	 have	 no	 choice	 but	 to	 work	 with	 people	 from	
different	cultural	backgrounds.	In	essence,	the	lecturer	can	use	the	diverse	student	

























Undergraduate	 3.6	 2.1	 8.9	
Postgraduate	 2.9	 1	 19.6	
	
Students	find	working	on	projects	in	multicultural	teams	more	challenging	than	
regular	 degree	 demands	 (Trahar	&	Hyland,	 2011).	 According	 to	 Summers	 and	
Volet	 (2008,	 p.	 368)	 students’	 experiences	 of	 teamwork	 “are	 not	 serving	 the	




teams.	 There	 are	 also	 warnings	 that	 employing	 intercultural	 teamwork	
assignments	carelessly	could	instead	encourage	marginalisation	(Turner,	2009,	p.	
241).	 In	spite	of	these	warnings,	and	the	opportunities	 lost,	 it	seems	that	many	




section	2.1),	 and	 instead	 relies	 on	 self-reports.	 There	 has	 yet	 to	 be	 substantial	





that	 students	 from	 different	 national	 and	 cultural	 backgrounds	 learn	 from	
working	 together.	The	 role	of	 this	 research	 is	 to	understand	 if	 and	how	 this	 is	
happening	 because,	 if	 UK	 HEIs	 are	 unsuccessful	 in	 producing	 students	 with	 a	
measure	of	intercultural	competence,	then	employers	will	look	elsewhere	when	
recruiting.	My	 stance	 is	 that	 this	 is	not	 just	 about	an	HEI’s	 role	 in	 improving	a	
students’	 employability.	 Developing	 intercultural	 competencies	 can	 also	 be	 of	
benefit	to	wider	society,	as	a	means	of	promoting	global	understanding	and	easing	
inter-ethnic	 tensions	 and	 conflicts.	 As	 our	 societies	 welcome	 more	 and	 more	
people	 from	different	 countries,	 university	 graduates	need	 to	 be	 able	 to	 act	 as	
intermediaries,	and	role	models,	for	intercultural	understanding,	so	that	countries	






to	 prepare	 them	 for	 international	 workplaces	 and	 living	 and	 working	 in	
multicultural	 contexts.	 My	 motivation	 for	 undertaking	 this	 research,	 and	 my	
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appreciation	of	 its	 importance,	 relates	back	 to	my	own	experiences	of	 learning	
intercultural	competencies,	which	I	detail	below.	
1.2 Motivation for Undertaking this Research 
	
Intercultural	issues	have	long	interested	me,	even	before	I	knew	that	they	could	
be	 defined	 as	 such.	 I	 read	 French	 for	 my	 undergraduate	 degree,	 which	 I	
commenced	 in	 2006.	 This	 provided	me	with	 the	 opportunity	 to	 live	 abroad	 in	
Martinique,	 and	 from	 this	 experience	 I	 began	 to	 appreciate	 how	 people	 from	










through	 these	 challenges	 and	 experiences	 I	 began	 to	 see	 patterns	 in	 their	
interactions.	 I	was	 forced	 to	 remain	 silent	due	 to	my	 lack	of	 Japanese,	but	 this	
increased	my	observation	 skills.	The	 lengths	of	 silence	 in	 communication	were	
longer	than	I	was	used	to,	as	were	the	levels	of	deference	and	politeness.	I	started	
learning	 the	 rules	 of	 communicating	 to	 Japanese	 people,	 both	 in	 English	 and	











which	 could	 be	 tackled	 pragmatically.	 It	 wasn't	 until	 I	 attended	 a	 talk	 on	








issues	 that	 could	 come	 to	 the	 fore	when	working	 in	multicultural	 groups.	 The	
difficulties	that	people	from	some	cultures	found	in	speaking	their	mind	openly	
(often	in	their	second	or	third	language),	and	in	finding	gaps	in	the	conversation	
long	 enough	 to	 assert	 their	 own	point	 of	 view.	 I	 also	 had	 to	 question	my	 own	
identity	as	a	white	male	native	speaker	in	group	work	in	the	UK,	and	how	people	
from	 other	 cultures	 would	 respond	 to	 that.	 I	 had	 to	 resist	 the	 temptation	 to	





my	 background	 of	 living	 in	 different	 countries,	 learning	 about	 different	
perspectives	 and	 cultures,	 has	 helped	 inform	 my	 understanding	 of	 the	
participants	 in	 intercultural	 group	 work.	 Working	 in	 such	 groups	 myself,	 and	
studying	intercultural	communication,	brought	me	to	the	point	where	I	wanted	to	
study	specific	aspects	of	group	work	further.	I	hope	that	this	research	will	deepen	
our	 understanding	 of	 multicultural	 group	 work	 processes,	 and	 to	 help	 guide	
lecturers	 in	 how	 to	 ensure	 that	 students	 develop	 intercultural	 competencies	
through	their	teamwork	experiences.		
	


















1.3.1 Culture and an Intercultural Situation 
	
One	of	the	key	terms	in	this	thesis	is	‘Intercultural	Competence’;	however,	in	order	






















An	 intercultural	 situation	 is	 one	 that	 involves	 people	 from	 different	 (although	
possibly	also	overlapping)	social	groups.	This	work	will	follow	the	definition	used	










during	 the	 team	 projects,	 was	 still	 a	 participant	 in	 that	 I	 was	 observing	 their	
teamwork,	 and	 also	 interpreting	 the	 situations	 with	 the	 students	 during	 the	
interviews,	and	 in	 the	analysis.	Another	party	 in	 this	 research	was	 the	 lecturer	
who	coordinated	the	module,	who	was	 instrumental	 in	deciding	on	the	diverse	





much	 academic	 research	 (e.g.	 Spencer-Oatey,	 2008).	 This	 is	 because	 there	 are	
numerous	ways	 in	which	 intercultural	 interactions	 can	 be	 affected	 by	 cultural	
distance.	Fitzgerald	(2003,	p.	79)	lists	many	of	the	different	examples	of	how	the	

















1.3.2 Intercultural Competence and Intercultural Competencies 
	











This	 echoes	 the	 definition	 by	 Spitzberg	 (1988,	 p.	 68)	 of	 communicative	
competence	as	when	an	interaction	is	“perceived	as	effective	in	fulfilling	certain	
rewarding	objectives	in	a	way	that	is	also	appropriate	to	the	context	in	which	the	
interaction	 occurs.”	 The	 overall	 definition	 provided	 here	 obscures	 that	
intercultural	 competence	 is	usually	presented	a	 construction	of	many	different	
skills,	attitudes	and	knowledge	(intercultural	competencies,	see	Spencer-Oatey	&	




are	 to	 effective	 intercultural	 communication.	 This	 raises	 a	 further	 issue	 for	
defining	 intercultural	 competence,	 which	 is	 sometimes	 also	 viewed	 as	 an	










research	 is	 not	 on	 assessment	 of	 intercultural	 competence,	 but	 on	 the	
development	of	intercultural	competencies2	(ICs),	which,	as	mentioned	above,	are	











There	 are	 several	 different	 frameworks	 that	 conceptualise	 the	 process	 of	
developing	 IC	 (but	 still	 relatively	 few,	 see	 Spencer-Oatey,	 2018)	 and	 the	 one	
chosen	for	this	research	is	Taylor's	Intercultural	Competence	Development	Model	
(Taylor,	1994a).	The	 justification	 for	using	this	model	over	other	models	 for	 IC	
development	 are	 considered	 in	 depth	 in	 the	 Literature	 Review	 Chapter	 (see	
section	2.2.2).	The	combining	of	 these	 two	aspects	 should	help	 to	 increase	our	
understanding	 of	 how	 ICs	 are	 developed,	 and	which	 of	 those	 in	 the	 GPCF	 are	
relevant	to	fostering	"global	graduates"	from	HEIs.	
	












teamwork	 skills,	 and	 global	 knowledge	 (Diamond,	Walkley,	 Forbes,	 Hughes,	 &	
Sheen,	2011).	This	term	has	been	conceptualised	less	in	research	than	the	other	
two	 terms,	 but	 its	 use	 is	widespread	 at	 HEIs	 and	 in	 organisations	 that	 aim	 to	
prepare	 graduates	 for	 employment	 in	 the	 international	 work	 place.	 A	 Google	
search	for	the	term	“global	graduate”	produces	220,000	results,	and	those	from	
the	 first	 ten	 pages	 are	 all	 either	 HEIs,	 employers,	 recruiters,	 or	 organisations	
related	 to	HEIs	 that	want	 to	advertise	 this	aspect	of	 their	work	(Google	Search	
Engine,	2017).	Many	universities	now	use	this	term	to	advertise	the	experiences	
prospective	students	will	receive	if	they	study	there	(e.g.	Manchester	University,	
2017;	 Swansea	 University,	 2017;	 University	 of	 Central	 Lancashire,	 2017;	
University	of	Exeter,	2017;	University	of	Surrey,	2017).	They	have	recognised	that	





different	 stages	 of	 internationalisation	 in	 different	 universities.	 Spencer-Oatey	
and	 Dauber	 (2015)	 have	 suggested	 that	 there	 are	 four	 stages	 of	
internationalisation	 for	a	HEI,	which	begins	with	"Pre-internationalisation"	and	
has	 an	end	goal	 of	 "Competency	 Internationalisation"	 (see	Figure	1).	However,	
researching	how	the	various	 institutions	use	 the	 term,	 is	 seems	 that	what	 they	





to	 develop	 their	 global	 attributes	 (University	 of	 Manchester,	 2018),	 or	 from	
undertaking	courses	to	supplement	their	study	abroad	(University	of	Nottingham,	
2013),	 or	 attending	 intercultural	 lectures	 (University	 of	 Kent,	 2018),	 or	
completing	 language	 classes	 (“University	 of	 Surrey,”	 2017).	 	 This	 appending	of	
intercultural	 learning	 may	 not	 be	 effective	 in	 helping	 students	 developing	
intercultural	competencies.	The	British	Council	recommends	more	than	this.	They	
assert	 that	 inclusion	 and	 integration	 of	 students	 from	 different	 cultures	 as	 an	
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important	step	 in	 internationalisation	(British	Council,	2014).	This	would	be	 in	
order	 ensure	 that	 they	 interact	 meaningfully	 with	 each	 other,	 and	 develop	










The	 focus	 Higher	 Education	 Institutions	 (HEIs)	 in	 creating	 "global	 graduates",	
directs	 researchers	 towards	 considering	 intercultural	 competencies,	 as	 they	
appear	 to	 be	 talking	 overlapping	 concepts:	 developing	 the	 attitudes,	 skills	 and	
knowledge	appropriate	for	 intercultural	 interactions.	Some	commentators	have	
grouped	intercultural	competencies	with	employability	and	shown	there	is	some	
overlap	 between	 the	 two.	 However,	 although	 some	 research	 does	 focus	 on	
employability	in	a	global	sense	(see	Figure	2),	much	more	research	looks	at	the	
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x it means academic staff come to us from all over the world and their different intellectual 
approaches, as well as their different cultures, again enrich the University. 
These are clearly valid and important aspirations, but do students necessarily perceive things in these 
ways? Statistical analyses suggest that for students in the UK the picture is more mixed and/or 
complex.  




































Table 2: Correlations between diversity, student experience and international outlook in UK 
universities 
As can be seen from Table 2, the greater the proportion of non-UK students in the total student 
population, the less positive the student experience ratings are.4 This is even more evident when 
looking at one of the sub-categories of the THE student experience rati g: Good social life (r= -0.754**).  
These correlatio s could be interp ted as indicating that growth in ‘structural int rnationalisation’ 
has a negative impact o  stude t satisf ction, and especially social integration (se  also the negative 
correlation between ‘international outlook’ and ‘good social life’, r=-0.676**).  Yet that would be too 
simplistic an interpretation. It would be extremely unwise to conclude that a diverse community is a 
‘bad thing’. On the contrary, it is the pre-requisite for personal growth. As Figure 1 illustrates, it is an 
important stage in the internationalisation trajectory.  
 
Fig. 1: Developmental Stages of Internationalisation 
                                                          
4 Student experience ratings are based on the THE Student Experience Survey 2014 and include responses from both UK 







According	 to	 Figure	 2,	 almost	 all	 employability	 skills	 could	 be	 learnt	 through	
working	in	an	intercultural	context.	Another	aspect	to	consider	from	the	figure	is	
that	 several	 of	 the	 skills	 listed	 there,	 such	 as	 self-awareness,	 flexibility	 and	
interpersonal	skills,	are	also	listed	in	IC	frameworks	(see	Spitzberg	&	Changnon,	
2009),	 including	 the	 GPCF	 (Spencer-Oatey	 &	 Stadler,	 2009).	 These	 may	 be	
considered	as	core	competencies,	whatever	the	context,	however,	it	is	now	argued	
that	with	 increasing	 internationalisation,	 "there	are	global	dimensions	 to	 these	




Spencer-Oatey	and	Dauber,	 that	as	yet	universities	have	 failed	 to	maximise	 the	
potential	 IC	 learning	 that	 students	 can	 gain	 through	 internationalisation.	 This	
underlines	the	importance	of	my	research,	as	I	may	be	able	to	find	more	ways	in	
which	HEIs	will	be	able	to	maximise	the	potential	IC	learning	that	students	can	
gain	 during	 their	 degrees.	 This	 would	 in	 turn	 help	 to	 better	 understand	 the	
processes	required	to	foster	"global	graduates."	
PUBLIC MONEY & MANAGEMENT MARCH 2013
101
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However, if we view internationalization as
one dimension of diversity in higher education,
it is clear that domestic environments could
play an equivalent role in offering opportunities
for experiential learning in an intercultural
context, taking people beyond their comfort
zones, and creating ‘disorienting dilemmas’ by
engaging with cultural otherness.
A group of students in a contemporary
university is likely to include people from
differing national, religious, ethnic
backgrounds, of different genders, sexual
orientation or with physical disabilities. Any of
these might offer creative ‘intercultural’
opportunities in a domestic curriculum and
one route to enhancing intercultural
competence, an important objective of
curriculum internationalization, may be on
our own doorsteps. For example, if
international community volunteering or
service learning can yield results (see, for
example, Jones, 2010; Russell and Vallade,
2010), could the same be true for local
‘intercultural’ volunteering such as with
different religious or faith groups, shelters for
homeless people or drug addicts, women’s
refuges or with people who have severe mental
or physical disabilities?
We have still to make the most of diversity
in our universities and local communities to
support intercultural learning in domestic
settings. As such we do not know whether
internationalization (or ‘interculturalization’)
of the curriculum ‘at home’ can offer parallel
development, including transferable
employability skills. Certainly, published
evidence of this is limited or non-existent.
Furthermore, if we accept that transformational
learning, of the kind identified in the literature
on international mobility, relates to the
intercultural and experiential dimensions of
that international experience, it is likely that
replication in domestic intercultural contexts
may offer at least some degree of equivalent
learning. It comes down to viewing international
and intercultural as two sides of the same coin,
to incorporating relevant learning outcomes
into our curricula for all students, not simply
through mobility opportunities, and to
introducing assessment tasks which measure
whether these have been achieved. We will
only be able to promote the value of the
Table 2. Key transferable employability skills and international experience.
Key skills requirements of Key skills developed through international work placement, study, volunteering or
employers* service learning (with relevant reference shown in parentheses)
Self- Self-awareness Self-awareness, self-confidence, sense of identity, and personal independence
sufficiency/ Initiative and enterprise (Black and Duhon, 2006; Hadis, 2005; NUS, 2012; British Academy, 2012)
self-efficacy Willingness to learn Being informed, greater interest in global affairs and cross-cultural perspectives
skills Planning and organizing (Crossman and Clarke, 2010; Jones, 2010; Rowan-Kenyon and Niehaus, 2011)
Integrity Organizational skills, project management, decision-making, creativity and taking
Commitment/motivation on responsibility (Crossman and Clarke, 2010; Jones, 2010 and 2012; NUS, 2012)
Problem-solving Vision, independence, experience, broader outlook and attitude (NUS 2012)
Flexibility Problem-solving, coping strategies and risk-taking (Jones, 2010 and 2012)
Self-management Patience, flexibility, adaptability, open-mindedness and humanity
(Williams, 2005; Black and Duhon, 2006; Crossman and Clarke, 2010; Jones, 2012)
People Team working Team work and team leadership skills  (Jones, 2010 and 2012; NUS, 2012)
skills Communication skills Fluency, accuracy and appropriateness of language competence (British Academy
Foreign language 2012)
Networking Mediation skills, conflict resolution, sensitivity, humility and respect (Jones, 2012)
Leadership Forging of relationships and networks (Crossman and Clarke, 2010)
Customer service Challenge to personal stereotypes, cultural relativism (Sutton and Rubin, 2004;
Interpersonal skills Jones, 2010)
Intercultural skills Enhanced intercultural communication, conducting business interculturally
(Hadis, 2005; Crossman and Clarke, 2010; Jones, 2010 and 2012; Gu, 2012)
Cultural empathy (Williams, 2005; Black and Duhon, 2006; Crossman and Clarke
2010; Jones, 2010)
Non-judgmental observation, respect for local values without abandoning one’s own
(British Academy, 2012)
Cultural understandings, ways of thinking and adaptation to complex cultural
milieux (Crossman and Clarke, 2010; British Academy, 2012)
*There are many similar lists produced by universities and employers around the world. This list is based on two sources, chosen to
offer different national perspectives: Prospects: the UK’s official graduate careers website (www.prospects.ac.uk/
job_applications_what_do_employers_want.htm), and University of Sydney guidance (sydney.edu.au/careers/career_advice/downloads/
id_emp_skills.pdf). It has been grouped into two broad themes by the author. Also cited are literacy, numeracy, commercial awareness































1.3.4 Teamwork/Group Work 
	
From	 the	 literature,	 there	 seem	 to	 be	 four	 types	 of	 definitions	 for	 groups	 and	





only	one	of	 the	 terms,	usually	 the	 term	they	are	using,	and	does	not	define	 the	
































because	 they	 are	 friends,	 rather	 than	 a	 team.	 There	 could	 also	 be	 individual	
differences	in	what	counts	as	a	high	level	of	trust	and	commitment.	An	individual	
may	tend	to	be	untrusting	of	whoever	they	are	working	with,	but	still	committed	
to	 the	work.	A	 third	problem	is	 that	 this	definition	does	not	consider	 the	 'free-
rider'	phenomenon.	A	group	of	students	may	be	working	well	as	a	team,	except	for	
one	student.	This	student	is	not	committed	to	the	group	and	does	not	share	with	
them	the	same	 level	of	 trust.	Would	this	be	a	 team	plus	an	 individual,	or	 just	a	






performance.	 However,	 it	 is	 not	 known	 from	 this	 whether	 a	 team	 interacts	
differently	 compared	 to	 a	 group.	 It	 is	 also	 unknown	 how	much	 time	 (and	 the	
quality	of	 it),	 how	many	 resources,	 the	nature	of	 the	 task,	 or	 the	nature	of	 the	
feedback.	Each	of	these	qualitative	elements	point	to	a	subjective	interpretation	
of	what	constitutes	a	team	or	a	group,	and	the	same	interpretation	to	say	if	a	group	




The	 third	 type	 of	 definition	 sees	 "group"	 and	 "team"	 as	 two	 states	with	 some	
shared	 characteristics,	 similar	 to	 overlapping	 circles	 in	 a	Venn-diagram.	Guzzo	
and	 Dickson	 (1996,	 p.	 309)	 state	 that:	 “there	 may	 be	 degrees	 of	 difference	
[between	the	terms	‘team’	and	‘group’],	rather	than	fundamental	divergences,	in	
the	 meanings	 implied.”	 This	 type	 of	 definition	 makes	 it	 more	 difficult	 for	 the	
researcher	 (or	 a	 lecturer)	 to	 be	 able	 to	 discern	 when	 students	 are	 working	
together	as	a	"team"	or	as	a	"group."	It	also	suggests	that	the	students	could	be	a	
	 27	
team	 and	 a	 group	 at	 the	 same	 time.	 	While	 this	 definition	 does	 describe	more	
accurately	 the	 complexity	 of	 reality	 when	 working	 with	 others,	 it	 has	 its	
limitations.	It	is	less	useful	pedagogically	to	students	who	may	want	to	learn	about	
the	quality	of	 their	 collaboration,	and	 to	 those	who	are	new	 to	 the	concepts	of	
teamwork	and	group	work.	
	
The	 fourth	 type	 of	 definition,	 where	 only	 one	 term	 is	 defined,	 is	 the	 most	
































some	 researchers	 implying	 a	 difference,	 even	 as	 they	 use	 the	 terms	












one	 of	 the	 terms	 exclusively	 throughout	 the	work,	 still	 cite	 research	 using	 the	





































For	 clarity,	 researchers	 could	 follow	 the	 following	principles	when	 it	 comes	 to	
presenting	 research	 on	 teamwork	 and/or	 group	work.	Where	 the	 researchers	








Finally,	 if	 the	 researchers	 believe	 that	 the	 differences	 between	 teamwork	 and	
group	work	seem	to	be	one	of	degree	rather	than	kind,	and	that	previous	research	
from	teams	and	groups	(when	used	interchangeably	or	not)	is	applicable	to	their	
research,	 it	 makes	 sense	 to	 follow	 current	 practices	 and	 also	 use	 the	 terms	
interchangeably	(e.g.	Morgeson,	Derue,	&	Karam,	2010).		
	











a	 team	 (or	 group)	 for	 a	 short	 period	 time	 (2	 months)	 in	 order	 to	 work	
collaboratively	 on	 a	 project.	 This	 work	 took	 place	 away	 from	 the	 gaze	 of	 the	
lecturer.	Then,	at	the	end	of	the	project,	the	team	disassembled.		
	
1.4 Outline of this Thesis 
	
There	are	eight	chapters	 in	 this	 thesis.	The	 first	was	 is	 the	 Introduction,	which	
provided	my	motivation	for	undertaking	this	research,	an	outline	of	the	research	
context,	and	definitions	of	the	key	terms	used	in	this	thesis.	The	next	chapter	is	
the	 Literature	 Review,	 which	 critically	 analyses	 the	 literature	 on	 working	 in	




to	 collect	 and	 analyse	 the	 data,	 with	 discussion	 of	 their	 limitations.	 The	
paradigmatic	 stance	 is	also	explained.	 I	 then	explain	how	 I	proceeded	with	 the	








this	 chapter	 looks	 at	 the	 incidents	 that	 a	 second	 group	 experienced,	 and	 their	
reflections	 upon	 those	 incidents.	 Following	 the	 case	 studies	 is	 the	 Cross-Case	
Analysis,	which	brings	together	the	themes	that	emerged	in	the	data	analysis	in	
the	 two	 case	 studies,	 compares	 the	 findings,	 and	 then	 summarises	 the	 main	
findings	from	both	case	studies.	The	penultimate	chapter,	the	Discussion,	relates	
and	compares	the	analysis	with	the	wider	literature	on	working	in	multicultural	
student	 teams,	 and	 also	 the	 wider	 literature	 relating	 to	 the	 development	 of	
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intercultural	competence.	It	also	discusses	the	limitations	of	this	research,	and	the	
implications	 of	 the	 findings.	 Finally,	 there	 is	 the	 Conclusion	 chapter,	 which	
summarises	the	main	findings	of	this	research,	and	then	suggests	future	directions	
for	research	and	pedagogic	practices	based	on	the	findings.	At	the	end	of	this	PhD	




2 Literature Review 
	
There	are	three	main	parts	to	this	literature	review.	The	first	looks	at	the	existing	
research	 on	 students	 undertaking	 intercultural	 group	 work	 projects.	 It	 will	
consider	what	previous	research	has	found,	its	limitations,	and	other	contextual	
factors	that	have	been	found	to	influence	intercultural	student	group	work.	The	








































mean	 that	 all	 students'	 attitudes	 towards	 group	 work	 are	 wholly	 negative.	
International	students	have	been	found	to	initially	have	a	more	positive	view	of	
group	work	than	negative	(Burdett,	2014;	Summers	&	Volet,	2008).	This	suggests	
that	 there	may	 be	 some	 differences	 for	 how	 international	 students	 and	 home	
students	experience	group	work	projects,	but	it	is	not	entirely	clear	what	causes	
these	attitudes	to	be	positive	of	negative	in	the	first	place.		
2.1.1.1 Research on students’ attitudes after group projects 
	
The	 research	 that	 relates	 to	 attitudes	 of	 students	 following	 an	 experience	 of	
working	in	a	multicultural	group	project	often	comes	from	studies	that	have	pre-	
and	post-surveys,	which	are	 then	compared	 for	differences.	One	of	 the	striking	
aspects	 of	 these	 studies	 is	 that	 home	 students’	 attitudes	 towards	 working	 in	
multicultural	 teams	 become	 less	 favourable	 after	 such	 teamwork	 experiences	
(Summers	&	Volet,	2008;	Turner,	2009).	In	contrast	to	home	students,	research	
suggests	 international	 students	 tend	 to	 find	 group	 work	 a	 more	 positive	
experience	 (Burdett,	 2014;	 Kimmel	 &	 Volet,	 2010b;	 Summers	 &	 Volet,	 2008).	
However,	 the	 reasons	 for	 this	 are	 not	 explained.	 It	 has	 also	 been	 found	 that,	
following	group	work	projects,	negative	stereotypes	towards	people	from	other	
nationalities	 can	 still	 persist	 (Colvin,	 2012;	 Volet	 &	 Ang,	 1998).	 This	worrying	
finding	 suggests	 that	 despite	 working	 together,	 students	 still	 may	 hold	
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From	this	research	 it	 can	be	concluded	 that	one	can	observe	 that	multicultural	
group	work	is	strongly	dependent	on	these	factors.	In	a	different	study,	Sweeney	
et	 al.	 (2008)	 found	 that	 multilingualism	 was	 positively	 associated	 with	
multicultural	 group	work	 (as	 did	 Summers	 &	 Volet,	 2008).	 It	 seems	 that	 such	
personal	 qualities	 and	 dispositions	 as	 those	 above	 are	 important,	 but	 it	 is	
unknown	how	they	are	developed	or	manifested.	It	is	also	unknown	if	lecturers	
are	 aware	 of	 how	 to	 ensure	 students	 develop	 these	 personal	 qualities	 and	
dispositions,	 and	 if	 they	 have	 the	 institutional	 support	 to	 ensure	 students	 can	
focus	on	developing	them.	
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2.1.1.3 Joining teams that are more or less diverse 
	
Group	membership,	that	is	to	say,	the	choosing	or	being	placed	into	a	diverse	or	
not	 so	 diverse	 team,	 can	 have	 an	 impact	 on	 the	 project.	 It	 can	 also	 affect	 the	
learning	experience	of	the	students	regarding	intercultural	competencies.	In	some	
group	work	projects,	it	is	the	lecturer	who	assigns	group	members,	however,	in	








and	 they	have	 concerns	over	how	working	 in	 a	diverse	 team	would	negatively	
impact	their	grade	(as	does	De	Vita,	2002).	In	other	research,	Kimmel	and	Volet	
(2010b)	 found	 that	 students	 perceive	 working	 with	 friends	 from	 a	 similar	
background	as	 less	stressful	and	more	fun.	Each	of	 these	reasons	could	explain	
why	students	may	prefer	not	to	work	in	a	group	of	people	they	do	not	know.	It	
could	 also	 explain	 why	 they	 view	 working	 in	 multicultural	 teams	 negatively,	
because	it	is	not	their	initial	preference.	However,	this	would	clearly	mean	that	if	





The	 desire	 to	 work	 in	 a	 diverse	 team	 is	 linked	 with	 personal	 qualities	 and	
dispositions.	According	to	(1998,	pp.	21–22)	“Breaking	out	of	one’s	comfort	zone	
and	 negotiating	 the	 crossing	 of	 cultural	 barriers	 requires	 deliberate,	 mentally	





if	 the	 benefits	 of	 working	 in	 multicultural	 teams	 were	 made	 clear	 and	 then	
reinforced.	However,	much	of	the	research	in	this	area	has	yet	to	investigate	this.	





group	 members	 dominating	 group	 interaction.	 All	 of	 these	 aspects	 of	 group	
processes	can	have	an	 impact	on	 individual	participation	 in	group	work,	which	
can	 lead	 to	 differences	 in	 learning	 (see	 section	 2.2.5).	 These	 aspects	 of	 group	
processes	 are	 subjective,	 reflecting	 the	 viewpoints	 and	 backgrounds	 of	 the	
participants	(see	Table	3,	p39).	After	considering	these	themes	regarding	process,	






















attendance	 at	 meetings,	 lack	 of	 personal	 motivation,	 disillusionment	 with	 the	
other	members	 of	 the	 group,	 or	 other	 for	 other	 reasons.	 In	 short,	 as	 shown	 in	
section	2.1.2.5,	 the	 studies	are	 limited	by	a	 lack	of	 contextual	 information,	 and	





the	 less	 participative	 students	 may	 feel	 that	 they	 do	 not	 have	 a	 chance	 to	
contribute	 due	 to	 the	 dominance	 of	 the	 other	 students	 (discussed	 further	 in	
section	 2.1.2.3).	 Some	 solutions	 to	 this	 have	 been	 offered.	 Maiden	 and	 Perry	
(2011)	recommend	setting	ground	rules,	and	Popov	et	al.	(2012)	support	creating	
group	goals	to	ensure	that	the	team	is	inclusive.	Identifying	experts	has	also	been	
suggested	 as	 a	 method	 to	 validate	 individual	 input	 (Franz	 &	 Larson,	 2002).	
However,	although	this	advice	is	useful,	it	does	not	guarantee	that	students	will	be	
aware	of	how	to	ensure	even	participation	throughout	their	team	projects.	
2.1.2.2 English language Skills 
	







has	 been	 recognised	 by	 both	 home	 and	 international	 students	 (Turner,	 2009).	
Such	 communication	 problems	 can	 act	 as	 a	 barrier	 against	 intercultural	
relationships,	 and	 some	 research	has	 found	 that	 students	with	weaker	English	
language	 skills	 have	 felt	 excluded	 from	group	work	processes	 (Burdett,	 2014).	
This	is	indeed	problematic,	because	if	international	students	are	side-lined	due	to	
language	difficulties	then	their	level	of	input	will	diminish,	the	group’s	output	of	
ideas	 will	 be	 less	 diverse,	 and	 those	 students	 will	 have	 less	 influence	 in,	 and	
possibly	 invest	 less	time	on,	attaining	a	positive	outcome	for	the	group	project.	
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Students	 need	 to	 learn	 to	manage	 communication	 in	 a	 group	where	 there	 are	
varying	levels	of	English	language	fluency,	in	order	to	ensure	that	the	group	work	
is	 inclusive.	 English	 language	 fluency	 can	 cause	 problems,	 but	 it	 is	 yet	 to	 be	
described	in	research	in	this	context	how	these	problems	manifest	themselves,	or	
the	strategies	one	could	or	did	employ	when	these	problems	occurred.	
2.1.2.3 Communication and dominant group members 
	
Communication	 in	 diverse,	 multicultural	 groups	 can	 be	more	 difficult	 because	




section	 1.3.1)	 although	 it	 is	 evident	 in	 some	 the	 research	 on	 teamwork,	 as	
explained	below.		
	
Students	 complain	 about	 dominant	 group	members	 during	 student	 teamwork	
projects	(Turner,	2009),	but	their	self-reports	provide	limited	insights	because	it	
is	 unknown	 exactly	 what	 form	 this	 dominance	 takes	 (e.g.	 is	 it	 dominance	 of	
conversation,	 over	 the	 allocation	 of	 workload,	 or	 in	 the	 creative	 input?).	 Both	
Burdett	(2014)	and	Sweeney	et	al.	(2008)	found	that	home	students	feel	that	they	
need	 to	 control	 the	group	 (because	 they	perceive	 that	no	one	else	 is)	 and	 that	
international	students	have	trouble	contributing	to	group	discussions.	For	home	
students,	 it	 could	also	be	attributable	 to	western	attitudes	 towards	how	group	
communication	 should	 happen.	 Peterson	 (2012),	 for	 example,	 suggests	 that	
western	 students	 regard	 confrontational	 styles	more	 normal,	 and	 Economides	
(2008)	 suggests	 that	 home	 students	 are	 uncomfortable	 with	 silence	 in	 group	
conversation.	 Non-western	 students’	 discomfort	 with	 confrontation	 could	
contribute	 to	 a	 lack	 of	 participation	 in	 group	 discussions.	 Similarly,	 western	
students’	 discomfort	 with	 silence	 could	 lead	 them	 to	 talking	 more	 to	 fill	 the	
silences,	which	could	take	time	away	from	other	students	to	share	their	thoughts.	





enough	 to	 inform	 pedagogic	 practices	 to	 make	 students	 more	 aware	 of	 these	
processes.	




each	 see	 faults	 in	 the	 others’	 group	 performance.	 In	 Table	 3	 compares	
perspectives	on	group	work,	adapted	from	Turner's	findings	(2009).	Here	there	
are	 opposing	 negative	 perceptions.	 The	UK	 students	 felt	 that	 the	 international	
students	had	poor	English	skills,	whereas	the	international	students	believed	that	
the	 UK	 students	 were	 intolerant	 of	 L2	 speakers.	 The	 UK	 students	 felt	 that	
international	students	worked	too	slowly,	but	the	UK	students	were	thought	by	





























2.1.2.5 Methodological limitations of current research on group processes 
	
So	far,	the	literature	on	group	processes	has	seen	the	students	report	problems	
that	 they	 have	 encountered,	 but	 there	 has	 been	 little	 to	 no	 evidence	 of	 the	
researchers	 observing	 the	 group	 processes	 themselves.	 By	 processes,	 I	 mean	
witnessing	 the	 team’s	 interaction	 in	 some	way,	 as	 opposed	 to	 self-reports.	 To	
illustrate	this	further,	Table	4	shows	the	research	methods	used	in	the	available	




processes.	 Some	 of	 these	 methods,	 such	 as	 focus	 groups,	 could	 also	 place	 a	
limitation	 on	 the	 findings	 due	 to	 participants	 providing	 responses	 that	 they	
perceive	as	socially	desirable	(Dörnyei,	2007).	This	highlights	a	limitation	of	the	
research	so	far	on	intercultural	group	work.	The	implications	of	this	limitation	are	
to	 some	 extent	 unknowable,	 because	 there	 has	 been	 limited	 research	 that	
incorporates	both	process	data	and	self-reports	as	a	form	of	triangulation	(with	
the	wider	literature).	It	is	possible	that	process	data	will	reveal	exactly	what	has	













































(2012)		 Survey	 N	 Australia	
Sweeney	et	al.		(2008)		 Focus	Groups	 N	 Australia	




















(2008)	 Survey	 N	 Australia	
























found	 cultural	 differences	 based	 on	 disciplinary	 cultures	were	more	 salient	 to	
students.	In	her	research	the	participants	found	that	the	causes	of	their	conflict	
were	 not	 due	 to	 national	 culture,	 but	 task	 disagreements	 or	 disciplinary	
differences.	Some	of	her	participants	viewed	their	discipline	as	a	culture	in	its	own	
right.	 This	 strong	 perception	 of	 the	 importance	 of	 disciplinary	 cultures	 could	








perceived	 to	 have	 multiple	 levels,	 hence	 multi-level	 diversity.	 The	 research	
detailed	so	far	has	only	focussed	on	nationality	or	hemispheric	differences	as	a	
form	of	 diversity,	 but	 disciplinary	 background,	 age,	 gender	 and	 other	 forms	 of	
diversity	could	be	relevant,	both	individually	and	simultaneously,	to	group	work	






2.1.3.2 Factors that can influence intercultural group work beyond the immediate 








have	 a	 negative	 impact	 on	 a	 student’s	 commitment	 to	 a	 group	 work	 project.	
Another	 influencing	 factor	 in	 how	 students	 view	 multicultural	 group	 work	 is	
campus	integration.	Brown	(2009)	and	Dunne	(2013),	amongst	others,	have	found	
that	 students	 of	 different	 nationalities	 do	 not,	 for	 the	 most	 part,	 integrate	 on	
campuses.	So,	if	students	are	not	used	to	communicating	with	peers	from	different	
backgrounds	 in	 their	social	 life,	 then	 this	could	mean	 that	communicating	with	
people	from	different	backgrounds	for	the	purposes	of	an	academic	group	work	
project	would	also	be	unfamiliar	to	them.	And,	whilst	the	skills	for	making	friends	
from	 different	 backgrounds	 are	 not	 identical	 to	 those	 required	 for	 completing	
group	 projects	 at	 university,	 they	 are	 not	 completely	 distinct.	 The	 impact	 of	
modern	 technology	 could	 also	 potentially	 influence	 group	 work	 processes.	
Students	can	now	meet	remotely	and	may	also	be	connected	to	a	group	discussion	
via	Facebook	or	Whatsapp.	This	means	that	project	discussion	could	happen	at	
any	 time,	 not	 just	 in	 scheduled	 meetings.	 This	 is	 an	 issue	 that	 has	 yet	 to	 be	
researched	in	this	context.	
2.1.3.3 Assessment 





able	member,	and	group	work	has	been	championed	 for	making	 it	 so	 (De	Vita,	









shows	 that	 collective	 marking	 suits	 ‘free-riders’	 more	 than	 the	 more	 diligent	






students,	 the	 emphasis	 is	 on	 completing	 the	 task,	 not	 on	 the	 process	 of	













need	 to	 be	 taught	 how	 to	 collaborate	 in	 a	 step-by-step	 way	 (i.e.	 a	 cumulative	
development	of	 skills).	Orr	 (2010,	p.	 311)	 supports	 this	by	 asserting	 “students	
would	benefit	from	more	dialogue	with	lecturers	about	the	challenges,	complexity	











empower	students	 to	 solve	 their	own	problems	and	provide	a	 shared	script	 to	
reconcile	differences.	The	idea	of	a	shared	script	is	to	enable	students	to	resolve	











through	 team	 processes	 by	 supplying	 knowledge	 and	 information,	 about	 for	
example,	 conflict	 and	 cultural	 differences,	 there	 is	 no	 guarantee	 that	 they	will	












intercultural	 group	work	experiences,	 and	 the	 role	 the	 lecturer	 can	play	 in	 the	
facilitation	of	this.	
2.1.4 Summary of Research (and its current limitations) on Students and 
Intercultural Group Work at HEIs 
	
This	section	has	looked	at	the	empirical	literature	on	intercultural	teamwork	for	
students.	 It	 included	 looking	at	what	happens	before,	during,	and	after	a	group	
work	 project.	 Then	 methodological	 limitations	 of	 the	 current	 literature	 were	
considered,	 and	 other	 factors	 related	 to	my	 topic	 that	 other	 researchers	 have	
found.	The	salient	findings	of	these	sections	are	summarised	in	Table	5.		
	




of	 this,	many	have	uncovered	similar	empirical	 themes	and	 findings.	Studies	of	





















































































2.2 Intercultural Competence 
	
This	section	will	look	at	three	aspects	of	Intercultural	Competence	(IC).	Firstly,	I	









of	 ICs.	 Once	 again	 this	 will	 be	 selective.	 Only	 studies	 that	 are	 of	 contextual	
relevance,	that	is	to	say	studies	that	look	at	IC	in	either	a	teamwork	or	HE	context,	
will	 be	 considered.	Then,	 I	will	 engage	with	 studies	 that	 are	of	methodological	
relevance,	those	being	studies	that	use	qualitative	and/or	interactional	data.		
2.2.1.1 Definitions and terminology 
	
Intercultural	competence	is	a	field	in	which	the	terminology	is	acknowledged	to	
be	 inconsistent	 and	 variable	 (Deardorff,	 2006).	 The	 term	 ‘intercultural	
competence’	 is	 sometimes	 substituted	 with	 “cross-cultural	 competence,	 global	
competence,	 inter-cultural	 competence,	 and	 global	 citizenship”	 by	 HE	
administrators	 (Deardorff,	 2006,	 p.	 247),	while	 in	 research	 the	 terms	 ‘cultural	
intelligence’,	 ‘(inter)-cultural	 sensitivity’,	 ‘intercultural	 communicative	
competence’	and	 ‘intercultural	communicative	 interaction	competence’	are	also	
used	 (Bennett,	 1993;	 Byram,	 1997;	 Spencer-Oatey	&	 Franklin,	 2009).	 Through	
searching	 and	 researching	 the	 various	 terminologies,	 I	 have	 settled	 on	
“intercultural	 competence”	 as	 an	 umbrella	 term	 for	 these	 terminological	
variations	because	it	is	the	most	widely	used	in	research	that	takes	place	in	a	HE	
context. 3 	How	 one	 constructs	 ‘competence’	 and	 ‘culture’	 is	 very	 important	
(discussed	 in	 Introduction,	 sections	 1.3.1	 &	 1.3.2),	 as	 is	 how	 one	 selects	 the	









2.2.2 Models of Intercultural Competence 
	
In	 this	 section	 I	will	 look	 at	 three	prominent	models	 of	 IC	 for	 researchers	 and	
practitioners.	Each	has	their	merits	and	are	widely	cited	and	used	by	practitioners.	
The	first	that	I	will	look	at	is	a	construct,	originally	developed	by	Bennett	(1993)	
of	 a	 developmental	model	 of	 intercultural	 sensitivity.	 This	 construct	 was	 then	
adapted	 into	 a	 widely	 used	 and	 commercialised	 instrument,	 the	 Intercultural	
Development	 Inventory	 (IDI),	 by	 Hammer,	 Bennett	 and	Wiseman	 (2003).	 The	




developed	by	 Spencer-Oatey	 and	 Stadler	 (2009).	 Then	 I	will	 consider	 the	 final	
theory,	 which	 is	 Taylor's	 (1994b)	 model	 of	 Intercultural	 Competence	
Development.	
	






















In	 one	 of	 Bennett’s	 earlier	 writings	 on	 the	 DMIS	 (1993),	 when	 explicating	 his	
theory	he	states	that	it	is	based	on	“prevailing	concepts	in	the	field	of	intercultural	
communication”	 and	 “twenty	 years	 of	 teaching	 and	 training	 experience	 in	
intercultural	communication	with	a	wide	range	of	learners.”	He	further	supports	
this	with	anecdotes	and	 illustrations	 from	cross-cultural	 learners	and	domestic	
cultural	 diversity.	 There	 are	 two	 important	 points	 from	 this.	 Firstly,	 Bennett’s	
theory	is	neither	systematic	nor	explicitly	data	driven	(although	it	is	later	claimed	





Bennett	 states	 that	 his	 model	 describes	 a	 learner’s	 subjective	 experience	 of	










For	 Bennett,	 the	 growth	 of	 an	 individual	 within	 his	 framework,	 meaning	 the	
progression	of	a	learner	from	ethnocentrism	to	ethnorelativism,	is	dependent	on	
whether	 one	 constructs	 a	 reality	 capable	 of	 accommodating	 difference	 from	
BECOMING INTERCULTURALLY COMPETENT
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In general, the more ethnocentric orientations can be seen as ways of
avoiding cultural difference, either by denying its existence, by raising de-
fenses against it, or by minimizing its importance. The more ethnorelative
worldviews are ways of seeking cultural difference, either by accepting its
importance, by adapting perspective to take it into account, or by integrating
the whole concept int  a definition of identity.
The Ethnocentric Stag s of D velopment
Figure 1
 Denial   Defense   Minimization   Acceptance   Adaptation   Integration
 
ETHNOCENTRISM ETHNORELATIVISM
As illustrated in Figure 1, the first three DMIS orientations are concep-
tualized as more ethnocentric, meaning that the tenants of one’s own culture
a e experienced as centr l to reality in some way. The default condition of a
typical, monocultural primary socialization is Denial of cultural difference.
This is the state in which one’s own culture is experienced as the only real
oneth t is, that the patterns of beliefs, behaviors, a d values that con ti-
tute a culture are experienced as unquestionably real or true. Other cultures
are either not noticed at all, or they are construed in rather vague ways. As a
resu t, cultural difference is either not experienced at all, or it is experienc d
as associated with a kind of undifferentiated other such as “foreigner” or
“immigrant.” In extreme cases, the people of one’s own culture may be per-
c ived to be the only real “humans” and other people viewed as simpler
forms in the environment to be tolerated, exploited, or eliminated as neces-
sary.
People with a Denial worldview enerally are disi tereste  in cultural
difference even when it is brought to their attention, although they may act
aggressively to avoid or eliminate a difference if it impinges on them. For
example, many dominant-culture U.S. Americans were not aware of the
large numbers of Latinos who shared their communities until the last census
figures were released. In some cases in which I have consulted, a sudden
increase in the Latino population has been met with angry bewilderment
from Anglos, who ask, “How could such a thing have happened to our
community?” And of course, U.S. Americans are familiar with the phe-
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intercultural	 experiences.	 In	 addition	 to	 this,	 the	 autonomous	 development	 of	





the	development	of	 intercultural	sensitivity.	 If	neither	of	 these	are	 in	place,	 the	







particular,	 this	 experience	 is	 not	 of	 the	 immersive	 kind	 (compared	with	 study	
abroad)	that	Bennett’s	model	more	is	often	applied	to	(in	HE	contexts).	Bennett’s	
model	 also	 looks	 at	 cumulative	 development	 and	 is	 vague	 on	 the	 particular	
competencies	 required	 in	 order	 to	 progress.	 However,	 I	 do	 think	 that	 the	 two	







From	 Bennett’s	 DMIS,	 the	 Intercultural	 Development	 Inventory	 (IDI)	 was	
developed	 (Hammer	et	 al.,	 2003).	This	 is	 a	 fifty-item	questionnaire	which,	 it	 is	
claimed,	will	produce	a	profile	of	one’s	intercultural	competence,	and	can	be	used	
to	 assess	 teams	 (“Intercultural	 Development	 Inventory,”	 2016).	 The	 IDI	 is	
essentially	an	intercultural	competence	assessment	tool	that	provides	a	snapshot	
of	an	individual,	or	an	organisation’s	intercultural	competence.	Hammer	and	his	
colleagues	 offer	 guided	 development	 plans	 and	 consulting	 services	 once	 the	
assessment	 is	 completed.	 The	 instrument	 itself	 has	 been	 questioned	 for	 its	
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susceptibility	 to	 social	 desirability	 bias,	 and	 its	 cross-cultural	 transferability	 is	
also	 in	doubt	(Greenholtz,	2005;	Spencer-Oatey	&	Franklin,	2009).	Researchers	
who	wish	to	use	the	IDI	are	also	not	permitted	to	perform	concurrent	validity	tests	
between	 the	 IDI	 and	 other	 measures	 (“Intercultural	 Development	 Inventory,”	
2016).	This	means	that	researchers	(including	myself)	who	might	consider	using	




the	 IDI,	 the	 financial	 commitment	 is	 quite	high.	Researchers	using	 the	 tool	 are	
required	to	pay	for	training	to	use	it,	and	then	have	to	pay	for	each	participant	who	




but	 both	 it	 and	 the	 IDI	 are	 unsuitable	 for	 my	 research	 purposes,	 due	 to	 the	














on	 the	 subject,	 Identification	 and	 Assessment	 of	 Intercultural	 Competence	 as	 a	
Student	 Outcome	 of	 Internationalization	 (Deardorff,	 2006).	 In	 this	 she	 outlines	





been	 less	 widely	 applied	 in	 research).	 There	 are	 few	 researchers	 who	 have	
published	using	it	in	a	HE	context	(Auschner,	Laumann,	&	Gröschke,	2015),	as	well	
as	 in	 the	 context	 of	 teacher	 education	 (Ko,	 Boswell,	 &	 Yoon,	 2015),	 although	
recently	many	case-studies	have	shown	the	model	employed	in	teaching	IC	in	HE	
(Deardorff	&	Ararasatnam-Smith,	2017).	Firstly,	in	this	section	the	methodology	










among	 experts	 over	 a	 technical	 term	 (Intercultural	 Competence)	 and	 what	 it	
constitutes,	because	at	the	time	of	Deardorff’s	research	(and	arguably	now	also),	
there	was	little	consensus	on	how	IC	should	be	defined	amongst	IC	researchers	
(Deardorff,	 2006,	 p.	 242).	 In	 this	 sense	 the	method	 of	 theory	 building	 is	more	
systematic	and	replicable	than	that	Bennett's	model	(1993).	Also,	the	participants	
that	Deardorff	asked	to	take	part	were	HE	administrators	(n=24)	with	an	interest	




with	 the	 exception	 of	 two	 (from	 the	 UK	 and	 Canada	 respectively).	 Deardorff	
(2006)	herself	 acknowledges	 this	 as	 a	weakness,	 because	 the	 sample	 is	 biased	
towards	 what	 western	 experts	 agree	 IC	 to	 be.	 Another	 limitation	 is	 that	 the	
designation	of	someone	as	an	IC	expert	is	problematic,	particularly	with	the	bias	




thus	 limits	 the	amount	of	 intercultural	 communication	 that	 can	 take	place	 in	a	






and	 university	 administrators	 (but	 there	 could	 not	 be	 much	 within	 culture	
variance	 within	 the	 sample).	 However,	 as	 yet	 it	 has	 not	 been,	 which	 raises	
questions	 about	 the	 validity	 of	 the	 first	 iteration	 of	 the	 models.	 The	 second	
limitation	of	the	Delphi	method	is	that	it	constructs	a	theory	from	the	top	down;	
that	is	to	say,	from	what	experts	think	should	happen	in	intercultural	interaction.	
It	 does	 not	 build	 it	 from	 the	 ground	 up;	 i.e.	 it	 does	 not	 look	 at	 instances	 of	
intercultural	interaction	in	which	competencies	are	demonstrated	(however,	that	






knowledge.	 This	 then	 develops	 the	 IC	 within	 the	 individual	 (Desired	 Internal	
Outcome),	 to	 then	 increase	 the	 probability	 of	 achieving	 the	 desired	 external	
outcome.	In	this	model	the	extent	of	individual	development	can	be	measured	in	
the	 bottom	 three	 levels,	 and	 then	 the	 success	 of	 the	 interaction(s)	 could	 be	
measured	against	the	extent	to	which	the	desired	outcome(s)	are	achieved.	Figure	
5	contains	less	detail,	but	essentially	the	same	information	presented	as	a	cyclical	
process.	 Also,	 the	 areas	 involving	 interaction,	 or	 the	 individual,	 are	 clearly	












Based on the literature review and the findings of this study, what can be con-
cluded about intercultural competence? It is important to note that 80% or more of
the intercultural scholars and administrators in this study were able to reach con-
sensus on 22 essential elements of intercultural competence (Table 2). Those key
elements primarily involved communication and behavior in intercultural contexts.
There are many ways that the information in Table 2 could be organized. Using
the items on which 80% or more of both the intercultural scholars and administra-
tors agreed, an attempt was made by the researcher to organize these items into two
visual ways of defining intercultural competence that could be used by administra-
tors and others in their work in developing and assessing intercultural competence.
The visual representation (Figure 3) of intercultural competence eliminates long
fragmented lists by placing components of intercultural competence within a visual
framework that can be entered from various levels. However, having components
of the lower levels enhances upper levels. Process orientation (mindfulness)
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• Move from personal level (attitude) to interpersonal/interactive level (outcomes)
• Degree of intercultural competence depends on acquired degree of underlying elements
DESIRED EXTERNAL OUTCOME: 
Behaving and communicating effectively and 
appropriately (based on one’s intercultural 
knowledge, skills, and attitudes) to achieve one’s 
goals to some degree
DESIRED INTERNAL OUTCOME:
Informed frame of reference/filter shift:
Adaptability (to different communication styles & behaviors;
 adjustment to new cultural environments);
Flexibility (selecting and using appropriate communication




Respect (valuing other cultures, cultural diversity)
Openness (to intercultural learning and to people from other cultures, withholding judgment)
Curiosity and discovery (tolerating ambiguity and uncertainty)
Knowledge & Comprehension: 
Cultural self-awareness;
Deep understanding and knowledge of
 culture (including contexts, role and





To listen, observe, and interpret
To analyze, evaluate, and relate
Figure 3. Pyramid Model of Intercultural Competence
Source: Deardorff (2004).
 at University of Warwick on March 15, 2016jsi.sagepub.comDownloaded from 
where appropriateness is the avoidance of violating valued rules and effectiveness is
the achievement of valued objectives.
It is interesting to compare this pyramid model of intercultural competence to
the four developmental stages developed by the American Council on International
Intercultural Education (1996). The four developmental stages of the global com-
petence development process were listed as follows: (a) recognition of global
systems and their interconnectedness (including openness to other cultures, values,
and attitudes), (b) intercultural skills and experiences, (c) general knowledge
of history and world events, and (d) detailed areas studies specialization (i.e.,
language). The administrators who developed these stages recognized that the
first stage was most important to all global learners. The first stage stressed the
importance of openness, which is the same starting point as the two visual mod-
els presented in this article. Intercultural skills and general knowledge are also
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Internal 
Outcome: 



















deep cultural knowledge, 
socioling istic  awareness
Skills:  To listen, observe 
& evaluate; To analyze, 
interpret & relate
Attitudes: 




Curiosity & discovery 
(tolerating ambiguity)
Figure 4. Process Model of Intercultural Competence
Source: Deardorff (2004).
Note: Begin with attitudes; move from individual level (attitudes) to interaction level (outcomes).
Degree of intercultural competence depends on degree of attitudes, knowledge/comprehension, and
skills achieved.






projects,	 I	will	be	 focusing	on	the	 interactional	processes	within	 the	 team.	This	
demands	that	this	theory	must	be	further	 investigated,	and	more	questions	are	
asked	of	how	intercultural	interaction	in	multicultural	teams	takes	place,	and	how	
in	 such	 an	 interaction	 evidence	of	 effective	 and	 appropriate	 communication	 to	
achieve	one’s	goals	can	be	pinpointed,	whilst	also	gaining	insights	into	whether	
the	 participants’	 behaviour	 is	 based	 on	 intercultural	 skills,	 knowledge	 and	
attitudes.	 Unfortunately	 the	 Delphi	 technique,	 as	 acknowledged	 by	 (Deardorff,	
2006,	p.	253):	“leads	to	more	general	results	rather	than	more	specific	ones.”	This	
means	that,	whilst	the	model	works	as	a	guide	and	has	value	in	its	first	iteration	
for	 establishing	 a	 general	 consensus	 amongst	 IC	 researchers	 and	 relevant	 HEI	








2.2.2.3 The Global People Competency Framework by Spencer-Oatey and Stadler 
	
The	introduction	of	this	framework	here	marks	a	departure	in	some	ways	from	
the	 frameworks	considered	above.	Firstly,	 the	genesis	of	 this	 framework	 is	not	
from	IC	researchers,	but	from	a	consultancy	company	WorldWork	who	promote	
ten	factors	for	international	success,	in	which	they	fit	twenty-two	competencies	
based	 on	 “current	 research	 and	 the	 practical	 experience	 of	 people	 operating	
internationally”	(“WorldWork,”	2012).	This	first	iteration	(which	is	still	employed	
by	WorldWork)	 was	 then	 taken	 and	 developed	 further	 by	 Spencer-Oatey	 and	
Stadler.	 They	 reformulated	 it	 into	 four	 clusters	 with	 twenty	 component	
competencies	(see	Figure	6)	based	on	the	analyses	of	qualitative	data	 from	the	
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eChina-UK	 Programme	 (Spencer-Oatey	 &	 Stadler,	 2009),	 which	 was	 a	
collaborative	project	between	the	Higher	Education	Funding	Council	for	England	
and	the	Chinese	Ministry	of	Education	(“eChina-UK,”	2006).	A	second	dissimilarity	









This	 framework	 therefore	 provides	 researchers	 and	 educators	 with	 some	
specifics	as	 to	what	 the	different	competencies	entail,	particularly	 the	 first	and	
third	bullet	points.	As	such,	rather	than	providing	vague	terms	for	competencies	





































The	Global	 People	 Competency	 Framework	 (GPCF)	 is	 the	 youngest	 of	 the	 three	
models	considered	so	far,	and	as	such	has	not	been	critiqued	to	the	same	extent	
by	other	scholars.	It	has	been	used,	and	evaluated	positively	in	academic	settings	
(Messelink,	 Maele,	 &	 Spencer-Oatey,	 2015).	 However,	 the	 theoretical	
underpinnings	for	it	have	only	been	considered	by	Holliday	(2011).	He	offers	two	
criticisms	of	the	examples	cited	in	the	GPCF.	He	argues	first	that	the	examples	of	
competencies	are	 instances	 that	 could	happen	within	a	 culture	or	organisation	
rather	than	between,	so	they	are	not	necessarily	“intercultural.”	This	relates	to	a	





neutral/value-free	 category.	 There	 are	 several	 problems	 with	 this	 critique;	
however,	this	discussion	will	start	with	the	valid	element	of	his	first	critique.	Many	
examples	from	GPCF	are	indeed	framed	through	the	interactions	of	two	different	













































of	 designing	 intercultural	 competence	 modules	 or	 embedding	 intercultural	
competence	elements	into	pre-existing	modules.	The	King’s-Warwick	framework	
also	does	not	provide	examples	of	the	competencies	in	use,	making	it	less	suitable	
as	 a	 guide	 for	 researchers.	However,	 it	 does	 identify	 “students	 participating	 in	




not	 suitable	 for	 research,	 it	 does	 indicate	 that	 the	 panel	 of	 lecturers	 and	
administrators	involved	in	its	creation	saw	the	content	of	the	GPCF	as	adaptable	
to	a	HE	context,	including	group	work	projects.	Furthermore,	as	shown	with	the	




















developmental	 models	 were	 found	 to	 be	 challenging	 to	 implement	 for	 this	









be	 certain	 of	 which	 competencies	 students	 should	 develop,	 how	 they	 might	
develop	them	is	unclear.	So,	because	the	GPCF	is	a	compositional	framework,	 it	
requires	 developmental	 theory	 (i.e.	 how	 someone	 develops	 intercultural	
competencies)	to	complement	it	during	the	analysis.		
	
Taylor	 developed	 this	model	 after	 critiquing	 other	 IC	 development	models	 for	
assuming	 that	 learning	 takes	 place,	 without	 observing	 how	 the	 learning	 takes	
place	(much	like	group	work	projects).	Taylor’s	model	for	developing	intercultural	












responses	 are	 intercultural	 competencies	 (observation	 skills,	 appropriate	
participation	 skills	 for	 a	 certain	 cultural	 event,	 and	 building	
relationships/friendships	 with	 people	 from	 other	 cultures).	 Taylor	 later	
condenses	this	theory	into	three	essential	stages	for	intercultural	learning:	
	
1. Precondition	 to	 change/catalyst	 for	 change	 (readiness	 to	 learn	 and	
experience	of	cultural	disequilibrium)	
2. The	process	(affective	response	and	critical	reflection)	
















were,	 in	 Taylor’s	 estimation,	 interculturally	 competent.	 This	 was	 beneficial	
because,	by	using	participants	who	had	already	undergone	this	process,	Taylor	
was	 able	 to	 theories	 on	 the	 entire	 process,	 rather	 than	 only	 a	 few	 sections.	
However,	 the	 limitation	 of	 this	 sample	 is	 that	 Taylor	 would	 be	 unable	 to	 see	






intercultural	 teamwork	 projects,	 and	whether	 there	 are	 enough	 of	 them	 (only	
three)	 to	 be	 able	 to	 capture	 the	 range	 of	 competencies	 one	may	need	 to	work	
effectively	in	a	multicultural	team.	However,	with	this	being	the	case,	it	is	possible	
to	 replace	 the	 behaviours	 listed	 by	Taylor	with	 the	 competencies	 in	 the	GPCF,	





















































reflective	 orientation…	 represents	 deep	 critical	 thought	 in	 becoming	
interculturally	 competent”	 (Taylor,	 1994b,	 p.	 164).	 For	 Taylor	 reflection	 “is	
defined	as	a	deliberate	assessment	of	 the	 justification	for	our	beliefs,	 ideas	and	
feelings”	 (Taylor,	 1994b,	 p.	 170).	 He	 comments	 further	 that	 reflection	 is	 the	
“conscious	 connection	 between	 their	 cultural	 disequilibrium,	 possible	
behavioural	 learning	 strategies,	 and	 necessary	 change	 towards	 competency”	
(Taylor,	1994b,	p.	170).	So,	through	reflecting	an	individual	will	make	connections	
between	the	incident	and	their	beliefs.	They	will	then	think	how	they	could	behave	
in	 response	 to	 it,	 and	 by	 doing	 so,	 develop	 intercultural	 competencies.	 This	
process	needs	 to	be	repeated,	but	can	be	difficult	 to	analyse	as	Taylor	says	 the	
stages	of	development	are	“on-going	practices	not	occurring	 in	any	 identifiable	
order”	(Taylor,	1994b,	p.	172).	However,	successful	change	is	identifiable,	and	is	
seen	 as	 equivalent	 of	 self-actualisation,	 a	 movement	 from	 low	 to	 high	 self-
awareness	 and	 cultural	 awareness	 (Taylor,	 1994b).	 This	 is	 not	 guaranteed	 to	








which	 is	 the	 cultural	 disequilibrium,	 and	 can	 also	 be	 described	 as	 a	 ‘critical	
incident’,	still	needs	to	be	conceptualised	further.	This	is	done	below.		
2.2.3 Identifying Challenges or Critical Incidents for IC development 
	
Critical	 incidents	 are	 essential	 to	 intercultural	 development.	 Many	 different	
scholars	have	theorised	critical	incidents	and	have	used	different	terminologies	to	
describe	 this	 concept.	Kolb	and	Kolb	 (2005,	p.	194)	describe	 them	as	 ‘learning	
incidents,’	which	are	comprised	of	 “the	conflict,	differences	and	disagreement.”	




“misunderstood	 or	 understood	 falsely,”	 (Belz	 &	 Müller-Hartmann,	 2003).	
However,	limiting	the	definition	to	misunderstandings	would	mean	that	the	range	
of	 challenges	 that	 could	 be	 considered	 as	 learning	 incidents	 would	 be	 quite	
narrow.	 Furthermore,	 it	 is	 possible	 that	 a	 learning	 incident	 lasts	 longer	 than	 a	
moment	of	misunderstanding.	A	misunderstanding	or	conflict	would	be	just	the	
start	 of	 the	 learning	 process.	 Indeed,	 in	 the	 Belz	 and	Müller-Hartmann	 (2003)	
study,	the	rich	points	are	just	the	start	of	the	learning	process.	After	identifying	a	
rich	 point	 there	 is	 then	 a	 meta-commentary	 where	 the	 participants	 reflect.	
Additionally,	 in	 Reid	 and	 Spencer-Oatey	 (2013,	 p.	 133),	 their	 intercultural	
competency	 framework	 “assumes	 the	 provision	 of	 support	 to	 participants	 that	
enables	them	to	reflect	on	their	own	intercultural	experience.”	This	still	does	not	
define	 what	 a	 conflict	 or	 challenge	 could	 mean,	 but	 it	 does	 assume	 that	 the	





Tripp	(1993,	p.	8)	asserts	 that	a	 ‘critical	 incident’	 is	not	an	event	 itself,	but	 the	
“interpretation	 of	 the	 significance	 of	 an	 event”	 These	 incidents	 then	 “become	
invested	 with	 new	 meaning	 which	 was	 transformative	 of	 understanding	 and	
practice”	(Tripp,	1993,	p.	105).	A	challenge	with	defining	critical	incidents	is	that	






incident	would	be	an	event	 (or	 a	 series	of	 events)	 to	which	at	 least	one	of	 the	






develop	 intercultural	 competencies.	 In	 several	 developmental	 theories	 of	
intercultural	 competence,	 key	 skills	 are	 outlined	 in	 order	 to	 facilitate	 learning.	
















is	not	present	 in	 the	evaluation,	 then	the	students	will	not	be	aware	 that	 these	
were	competencies	they	needed	to	focus	on	improving.	Indeed,	if	the	content	of	
the	project	 is	particularly	challenging	academically,	and	the	deadlines	are	tight,	
there	may	be	no	opportunity	 for	 the	students	 to	 think	about	and	reflect	on	the	
development	of	intercultural	competencies	at	all.		
	











2.2.4 Summary of Factors Important for Learning Intercultural Competencies 
	
In	 the	 theories	 of	 IC	 above,	 there	 were	 several	 key	 factors	 described	 that	
contribute	to	understanding	how	ICs	are	developed.	This	section	will	consolidate	
and	present	these	important	factors	that	IC	researchers	have	highlighted	in	order	
for	 IC	 development	 to	 take	 place.	 These	 factors	 will	 be	 organised	 into	 three	
sections.	The	first	will	discuss	what	IC	researchers	have	said	about	the	required	
preconditions	 and	 context	 for	 learning.	The	 second	will	 discuss	 the	 triggers	or	





2.2.4.1 Preconditions and Context for learning 
	
There	 are	 several	 preconditions	 that	 ideally	 need	 to	 be	 met	 in	 order	 for	 the	
development	of	ICs	to	take	place.	The	first	 is	support.	Both	Bennett	(1993)	and	
Reid	and	Spencer-Oatey	(2013)	assert	that	intercultural	learning	needs	provision	










these	 skills,	 then	 their	 learning	may	be	 limited.	Or	 it	may	be	 that	 they	need	 to	
develop	 these	 skills	 first	 before	 they	 can	 really	 develop	 their	 intercultural	
competencies.	The	third	precondition	concerns	the	context	for	learning.	The	first	
aspect	 of	 this,	 which	 is	 almost	 self-evident,	 is	 that	 the	 context	 needs	 to	 be	






2.2.4.2 Incidents that can stimulate learning 
	
There	are	relatively	 few	constrictions	on	 the	 incident	 itself	 that	can	 trigger	 the	
learning	process	when	it	comes	to	IC	development.	There	are	two	main	attributes	
that	it	must	have	according	to	the	literature.	The	first,	as	Taylor	(1994a)	asserts,	
is	 that	 the	 incident	 should	 trigger	 an	 affective	 response.	 This	 means	 that	 the	
participant	in	the	event	should	experience	some	sort	of	emotion	from	the	incident.	
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The	 second	 attribute	 is	 that	 there	 should	 be	 an	 experience	 of	 cultural	
disequilibrium	 in	order	 to	 stimulate	 learning.	The	 incident	 should	 therefore	be	
different	 in	 some	 way	 to	 the	 participants'	 cultural	 norms	 or	 expectations.	
However,	while	these	two	attributes	may	be	enough	to	trigger	learning,	they	do	








before	 one	 can	 judge	 the	 outcome	 (IC	 development).	 The	 first	 is	 that	 the	




they	may	not	 be	 able	 to	 understand	 the	 reason	 yet.	 The	 second	process	 is	 the	
process	of	critical	reflection,	which	Taylor	(1994a)	asserts	is	central	to	the	process	
of	 learning.	This	process	of	 reflection	needs	 to	be	 facilitated,	as	 it	 is	one	of	 the	
preconditions.	This	process	is	part	of	what	turns	the	incident	that	triggers	learning	
into	 a	 critical	 incident.	 As	 Tripp	 (1993,	 p.	 105)	 states	when	 discussing	 critical	
incidents,	 the	 critical	 incident	 is	 not	 the	 event/incident	 itself,	 but	 the	
"interpretation	of	 the	 significance	of	 the	 event"	which	occurs	 afterwards.	Once	
these	processes	 have	 taken	place,	 then	 it	may	be	possible	 to	 view	an	outcome	



























who	 are	 participating,	 but	 one	 is	 talking	 a	 lot,	 and	 the	 other	 is	 barely	 saying	
anything.	 Both	 team	 members	 are	 participating	 in	 the	 event	 but	 may	 learn	
something	 different	 due	 to	 how	 they	 are	 participating.	 Just	 because	 one	
participant	is	talking	more	than	the	other	does	not	mean	that	they	are	involved	
more	 deeply.	 That	 talkative	 student	 could	 be	 going	 off-topic,	 whilst	 the	 silent	
group	member	is	ruminating	on	a	strategy	to	get	the	other	team	member	to	focus	
on	 the	 task	 at	 hand.	 On	 the	 surface	 it	 may	 seem	 that	 one	 team	 member	 is	
participating	more	because	they	are	talking,	but	it	is	the	silent	group	member	who	
is	actually	more	engaged	in	thinking	about	improving	team	processes.	This	type	
of	 situation	 creates	 a	 dilemma	 for	 analysing	 the	 extent	 to	 which	 someone	 is	
participating,	 and	 how	 they	 are	 participating.	 Some	 analyses	 of	 individual	
participation	in	teamwork	have	focussed	on	surface-level	clues	for	participation,	




Zobel,	 &	 Boos,	 2018).	 Analysing	 surface-level	 participation	 can	 be	 useful	 in	
understanding	 group	 roles,	 dynamics,	 and	 contributions	 to	 group	 discussions	
(although	it	does	face	challenges	in	terms	of	reliability	and	intersubjectivity	see	
Reed	 et	 al.,	 2018).	 However,	 this	 method	 of	 analysis	 alone	 does	 not	 provide	
enough	insights	into	the	extent	to	which	participation	has	an	effect	on	learning.		
	
Reflection	 is	 a	 useful	 strategy	 that	 can	be	used	 in	 order	 to	 gain	 insights	 into	 a	
student's	level	of	participation	(e.g.	how	meaningful	an	experience	was	to	them),	
and	how	they	were	participating	if	there	are	no	clues	from	their	speech	(or	lack	
of)	 and	body	 language.	Reflection	 is	 commonly	 considered	 to	 turn	 experiences	




of	 their	 participation).	 Both	 of	 these	 types	 of	 participation	 (surface	 level	
participation	and	participation	as	interpreted	from	student	reflections)	can	then	
contribute	 to	 the	 researcher's	 understanding	 of	 IC	 development	 from	 student	
experiences	of	working	in	multicultural	teams.		
	
2.2.6 Findings from Empirical Studies of IC of Contextual Relevance 
	






















journals,	 gave	 482	 results.	 Of	 these	 results,	 196	 were	 duplicates,	 leaving	 286	
articles.	 However,	 only	 222	 articles	 were	 usable	 because	 the	 EBSCOE	 search	
engine	did	not	pick	out	 all	 of	 the	duplicates	 and	 some	of	 the	articles,	 although	
listed	as	articles,	were	in	fact	book	reviews,	magazine	articles	and	in	some	cases	
were	articles	written	 in	a	 foreign	 language	 inaccessible	 to	me.	The	222	articles	









papers	 that	 considered	 which	 IC	 framework	 to	 possibly	 implement	 at	 an	
institution.	The	methodology	for	IC	research	in	HE	was	most	often	quantitative,	
and	although	 interviews	were	used	15	times,	 five	of	 those	occurrences	were	 in	
mixed	methods	research,	 in	combination	with	surveys.	None	of	 the	 IC	research	
papers	in	a	HE	context	used	audio-visual	data.	The	frequencies	of	subject	terms	
reveal	 that	 some	 of	 the	 main	 concerns	 of	 researchers	 are	 intercultural	
communication,	second	language	acquisition	and	cultural	awareness.	This	is	more	
revealing	 and	 shows	 that	 a	 concern	 of	 researchers	 looking	 at	 IC	 includes	
communication	and	cultural	awareness.	In	none	of	these	studies	(and	indeed	in	
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only	 2	 of	 the	 222)	 are	 the	 words	 “team”	 or	 “teamwork”	 keywords.	 The	 word	
“group”	does	occur,	but	only	in	relation	to	“focus	group.”	As	for	the	IC	framework	




















































































upon	 if	one	wants	 to	use	observations	of	processes	and	reflections	upon	 those	
processes	 in	 order	 to	 gain	 insights	 into	 IC	 in	 teamwork.	However,	 research	by	
Hammer	 (1984),	 Koskinen	 (2005),	 Koskinen	 and	 Tossavainen	 (2003),	 Lázár	













possible	 that	 the	 students	 were	 developing	 IC,	 which	 they	 displayed	 in	 later	






nurses.	 In	 this	 case,	 observation	 was	 supplemented	 with	 other	 ethnographic	




organisations.	 This	 is	 a	 finding	 that	 is	 unlikely	 to	 come	 to	 the	 surface	 in	
quantitative	 research	unless	you	specifically	 look	 for	 it.	 Section	2.2.2.1	 showed	
that	Bennett	insisted	that	IC	learning	has	to	be	facilitated,	so	it	is	possible	to	apply	
this	 to	 a	 broader	 sense	 beyond	 the	 individual	 facilitator,	 and	 to	 institutional	
support	to	facilitate	the	development	of	IC.	Koskinen’s	observations	support	this.	
Koskinen	 and	 Tossavainen	 (Koskinen	 &	 Tossavainen,	 2003)	 also	 found	 that	





the	 previous	 research	 in	 this	 section,	 the	 observations	 were	 of	 an	 online	









when	 in	 a	 dialogue	 (note	 that	 this	 is	 not	 specifically	 an	 intercultural	







However,	 once	 again	 observe	 the	 importance	 of	 the	 role	 of	 facilitation	 is	
emphasised,	even	to	the	extent	of	modelling	communication	patterns,	as	key	in	
the	development	of	IC.	It	was	also	shown	that	that	a	skill	that	is	not	specifically	




different	 context.	 The	 research	 took	place	 in	doctors’	 surgeries	 in	Canada.	The	
researchers	 recorded	 the	visits	of	24	patients	and	 then	showed	 the	videotapes	
back	to	the	patients	and	doctors	separately,	who	both	commented	on	important	
moments	 identified	 by	 the	 participants	 or	 the	 researchers.	 This	 methodology	
appeals	 to	me	because	 it	 involves	both	 the	 recording	of	 process,	 but	 then	 also	
provides	the	participants	with	a	chance	to	reflect	on	the	process	after	reviewing	
it.	 The	 reflection	 also	 provides	 the	 participants	 with	 the	 opportunity	 to	 see	
themselves	from	another	angle,	so	they	are	not	only	recalling	their	own	thoughts,	
but	 can	 also	 observe	 how	 they	 presented	 themselves.	 Rosenberg	 et	 al.	 (2006)	
employ	Identity	Management	Theory	(IMT)	in	their	analysis	(Cupuch	&	Imahori,	
1993).	The	strength	of	IMT	that	Rosenberg	et	al.	(2006)	highlight	is	that	it	takes	a	
subjectivist	 perspective,	 as	 opposed	 to	 an	 objectivist	 perspective	 (see,	 for	 an	
objectivist	perspective,	Hammer,	1984).	This	is	important	when	considering	that	
the	points	of	development	(critical	incidents)	are	subjectively	interpreted,	so	it	is	
important	 to	 have	 a	 framework	 that	 incorporates	 this	 (see	 section	 2.2.3).	 The	
other	 advantages	 that	 they	 mention	 is	 that	 IMT	 argues	 that	 interpersonal	
communication	competence	can	be	generalised	 to	 Intercultural	Communicative	
Competence	 (ICC),	 so	once	again	 there	 is	 a	blurring	of	 the	distinction	between	
competencies	 for	 intercultural	 situations	 and	 competencies	 for	 interactions	
where	culture	 is	not	deemed	 to	be	significant.	 In	Rosenberg	et	al.’s	 study,	 they	
found	that	although	the	patients	and	doctors	did	not	have	any	specific	training	in	





researchers,	 based	 on	 how	 the	 framework	 (IMT)	 informed	 their	 analysis.	 This	
suggests	that	although	the	methodology	lends	itself	to	a	subjectivist	perspective,	
the	 researchers	blend	 these	perspectives	with	 their	own,	 and	 those	of	 the	 IMT	
framework.	 Although	 this	 pragmatic	 method	 of	 interpretation	 is	 not	 explicitly	
mentioned	by	Rosenberg	et	al.	(2006),	it	does	fit	with	the	aims	of	their	research	–	
to	 improve	 patient-doctor	 encounters	 when	 the	 patients	 are	 from	 diverse	
backgrounds.	
2.2.7.1 Implications from these studies 
	
From	these	five	studies	there	are	several	lessons	to	carry	into	my	own	research.	
The	 first	 study	 by	 Hammer	 (1984)	 exposes	 the	 limit	 of	 relying	 solely	 on	
objectivised	 observations	 in	 order	 to	 ascertain	 if	 participants	 have	 developed	
intercultural	 competence.	 Koskinen	 and	 Tossavainen	 (2003)	 and	 Koskinen	
(2005)	found	through	ethnography	that	the	development	of	IC	needs	institutional	
support	 and	 individual	 willingness	 to	 learn.	 Lázár	 (2015)	 found	 through	
observation	and	analysis	of	online	communication	that	IC	can	be	developed	with	
very	 explicit	 facilitation	 of	 communication	 patterns.	 Finally	 Rosenberg	 et	 al.	
(2006)	 used	 a	 methodology	 that	 gave	 other	 insights	 into	 the	 epistemological	
perspective	 for	 researchers	 looking	 at	 instances	 of	 IC	 development.	 Their	
methodology	lent	itself	to	a	framework	with	a	subjectivist	perspective;	however,	
their	 analysis,	 in	 practice,	 drew	 from	 different	 perspectives	 and	 became	more	
pragmatic.	This	is	important	to	consider	because	in	using	the	GPCF	as	an	analytical	
framework	I	will	need	to	consider	the	participants’	views	of	their	own	roles	in	the	
teamwork,	 their	 views	 of	 each	 other,	my	 own	 interpretation	 and	 the	 guidance	
from	the	framework	itself.	I	will	also	need	to	bear	in	mind	the	pragmatic	aspect	of	
deriving	findings	from	this	research	that	are	of	use	to	practitioners.	
2.2.7.2 Limitations of this systematic literature review 
	
There	are	several	limitations	to	performing	this	sort	of	literature	review	in	order	
to	 better	 understand	 the	 research	 on	 intercultural	 competence.	 The	 first,	 as	
mentioned	 in	 section	 2.2.1.1,	 is	 that	 there	 are	 several	 different	 terms	 for	
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“intercultural	 competence.”	 Indeed,	 searches	 for	 “intercultural	 sensitivity,”	
“cultural	intelligence”	and	“intercultural	awareness”	also	yielded	a	large	number	
of	results.	However,	those	results	were	of	less	relevance	to	a	HE	context,	so	I	did	
not	 take	 the	 time	to	review	them	to	 the	same	extent.	Cultural	 intelligence	(CQ)	
studies,	for	example,	most	often	use	the	‘CQ	framework’	(Van	Dyne,	Ang,	&	Koh,	
2009),	 which	 involves	 self-reporting	 in	 order	 to	 create	 a	 four-factor	model	 of	
cultural	 intelligence,	 and	 is	more	 of	 an	 assessment	 tool	 than	 a	 framework	 for	
researching	IC.	A	further	limitation,	one	could	argue,	is	that	just	because	the	term	
“intercultural	competence”	 is	not	 in	 the	title	does	not	mean	the	research	 is	not	
about	“intercultural	competence.”	This	is	true.	Although	for	some	reason	EBSCO	
does	not	have	many	articles	(nine)	listed	with	“intercultural	competence”	in	the	
subject	 terms,	 there	 are	 over	 a	 thousand	 abstracts	 that	 contain	 the	 term	
“intercultural	competence.”	This	then	brings	in	another	consideration;	it	is	not	the	




the	 articles	 conscientiously,	 through	 looking	 at	 the	 methods,	 sample	 sizes,	
whether	 the	 research	 methodology	 was	 rigorous	 and	 if	 the	 conclusions	 were	
justified,	it	was	possible	to	discount	the	research	that	made	unwarranted	claims.	
The	 systematic	 literature	 review	 also	works	 as	 a	 form	 of	 triangulation	 for	 the	













the	 methodological	 approaches	 of	 researchers	 in	 different	 contexts.	 They	
underlined	the	need	for	a	pragmatist	approach,	facilitation	in	the	development	of	











some	areas	of	 teamwork	and	 IC	 that	 intersect.	 Following	 this,	 I	will	 also	 try	 to	
reach	 some	 conclusions	 on	 the	 methodological	 weaknesses	 and	 strengths	 of	
previous	 research.	 After	 this	 I	 will	 present	 the	 research	 questions	 that	 I	 have	
developed	 to	guide	 the	research.	Then	 I	will	underline	 further	why	 I	 think	 this	
research	will	add	knowledge	to	the	research	fields	of	IC	and	intercultural	student	
teamwork.	
2.3.1 Synthesis of Teamwork Research and IC Frameworks 
	
At	the	outset	of	trying	to	synthesise	these	two	areas,	it	is	important	to	set	out	two	
limitations	 of	 previous	 research	 that	 will	 hamper	 any	 efforts	 to	 construct	 a	
framework	prior	to	conducting	further	research.	The	first	is	that	the	vast	majority	
of	student	teamwork	research	is	reliant	on	self-reports.	The	second	is	that	there	








In	 Table	 7,	 I	 have	 suggested	 competencies	 from	 the	 GPCF	 (Spencer-Oatey	 &	
Stadler,	2009)	 that	may	be	applicable	 to	 the	various	 findings	 from	research	on	
students	working	 in	multicultural	 groups.	The	 findings	 from	previous	 research	
can	be	linked	with	a	wide	range	of	intercultural	competencies.	The	salient	findings	
that	 are	highlighted	 in	bold	 in	 the	 table	are	 those	 that	 link	with	 competencies.	
However,	at	the	moment	this	is	limited	by	the	lack	of	previous	research	and	does	
not	 represent	 theory	 building.	 There	 are	 some	 findings	 that	 do	 not	 have	 an	
apparent	possible	link	with	the	GPCF.	Some	of	these	are	contextual,	such	as	the	







explicitly	 stating	 in	 the	 model	 that	 the	 people	 who	 experience	 intercultural	
communication	 need	 to	 reflect	 on	 it.	 In	 this	 aspect	 Taylor’s	 model	 is	 distinct	









intercultural	 competence	 development	 framework,	 so	 that	 it	 is	 relevant	 to	 the	
institutional	 context	 and	 aims	 of	 students	 in	 higher	 education.	 The	
additions/amendments	are	 in	bold.	However,	as	with	Table	7,	at	this	point	 it	 is	
possible	changes	through	linking	the	model	with	the	relevant	research	and	has	yet	



















































































































































these	 fields.	 A	 lack	 of	 research	 in	 one	 area	 however,	 does	 not	 automatically	 justify	
research	to	fill	the	gap.	The	justification	for	researching	IC	in	multicultural	student	teams	
has	 been	 provided	 in	 both	 the	 Introduction	 chapter	 and	 throughout	 this	 literature	
review.	It	will	also	be	touched	on	further	in	section	2.3.4.	Here	I	will	justify	a	few	of	the	




- Self-reports	 in	 student	 teamwork	 limit	 the	 findings	 of	 this	 sort	 of	 research	 to	
problem-reporting	and	before-and-after	tests	of	(what	could	broadly	be	defined	as)	
student	experiences	in	working	in	multicultural	teams.	
- Self-reports	 in	 IC	 research	 mean	 that	 one	 can	 claim	 to	 have	 intercultural	
competencies,	or	that	an	IC	assessment	tool	claims	to	show	who	does,	but	it	is	not	
possible	to	see	if	IC	is	incorporated	into	one’s	behaviour	beyond	this.	




























into	 the	 black-box	 and	 analyse	 their	 interactions.	 I	 want	 to	 find	 out	 how	 and	when	
students	use,	or	feel	they	need	to	use	intercultural	competence	in	this	context.	Then	at	





























2.3.4 How this Study will Contribute to Existing Knowledge 
.	
The	 justification	 for	 this	 research,	 in	 terms	 of	 preparing	 students	 for	 the	 current	
demands	 of	 the	 globalised	 workplace,	 has	 already	 been	 outlined	 above.	 There	 are,	






3. Facilitating	 reflection	 on	 teamwork	 for	 the	 participants	 will	 aid	 our	







This	 chapter	 has	 six	 parts.	 I	 will	 first	 outline	 the	 ontological	 and	 epistemological	
perspectives	that	guide	my	research.	Then,	I	will	detail	my	research	design,	taking	into	






3.1 Ontological and Epistemological Principles 
	
This	research	will	follow	the	principles	of	pragmatism,	which	rejects	subscribing	to	one	
















of	 reality	 is	 constructivist	 and	 subjective;	 that	 is	 to	 say,	 truth	 is	 socially	 negotiated	




to	be	 strengthened	by	 incorporating	methods	 to	understand	 the	 extent	 to	which	 the	
conclusions	that	I,	the	researcher,	draw	from	a	social	interaction	to	be	valid	for	those	
involved	(Berg	&	Lune,	2012).	I	also	need	to	make	sure	that	I	focus	on	the	use-value	of	










detail	 about	 the	 individual	 elements	 of	 this	methodology,	 and	 consider	 the	 guidance	









The	research	design	 I	have	chosen	 is	a	case	study	approach.	 I	will	analyse	 two	cases	
individually	and	then	compare	them	with	one	another.	It	will	be	longitudinal,	qualitative	
research.	The	research	design	will	also	incorporate	a	retrospective	element	in	the	sense	














































































the	 other	 (Burgess,	 Pole,	 Evans,	 &	 Priestley,	 1994).	 Case	 studies	 do	 have	 some	











3.2.2 Longitudinal Qualitative Research 
	
Qualitative	research	is	defined	as	a	method	that	aims	“to	preserve	the	form	of	human	
behaviour	 and	 to	 analyse	 its	 qualities,	 rather	 than	 mathematical	 or	 other	 formal	




not	 been	 looked	 into.	 Longitudinal	 research,	 as	 Dörnyei	 (2007)	warns,	 can	 result	 in	
participants	becoming	conditioned	to	provide	the	desired	responses,	rather	than	their	
authentic	reactions.	I	have	tried	to	counter	this	through	only	asking	for	the	participants’	
reflections	 at	 the	 end	 of	 the	 research	 process,	 and	 not	 providing	 them	with	 explicit	















3.2.4 Data Collection Methods 
	
“Observation	 is	 the	 conscious	 noticing	 and	 detailed	 examination	 of	 participants’	
behaviour	 in	 a	 naturalistic	 situation”	 (Cowie,	 2009,	 p.	 167).	 I	 have	 elected	 to	 use	
observation	for	this	very	reason,	because	it	will	allow	me	to	understand	how	students	
use	 IC	 in	a	naturalistic	setting.	For	 this	project	 I	have	elected	to	 take	an	observer-as-
participant	role	when	recording	the	group	work	project.	The	role	of	the	observer	is	often	
put	 on	 a	 spectrum	 from	 full	 participant	 to	 full	 observer	 (Lindlof,	 1995).	 Being	 an	
observer-participant	 does	 run	 the	 risk,	 as	 Lindlof	 (1995)	 warns,	 of	 the	 researcher	
reading	too	much	of	their	own	conceptions	into	what	they	observe.	Similar	to	this,	I	am	














2002).	There	 are	 several	 decisions	 that	 I	will	 need	 to	make	when	using	 audio-visual	
recordings,	such	as	camera	placement	(if	you’re	keeping	it	stationary),	what	to	record,	


















be	 the	 responses	 that	 they	 think	 I	 want	 to	 hear,	 or,	 if	 treated	 as	 an	 intercultural	











































reflection	 is	 a	 methodology	 that	 has	 been	 recommended	 in	 other	 multicultural	
teamwork	 contexts	 to	 highlight	 group	 processes	 to	 team	 members	 (DiStefano	 &	
Maznevski,	 2000).	 It	 has	 also	 been	 used	 in	 contexts	 with	 teachers	 for	 professional	
development	(Calderhead,	1981;	Haw	&	Hadfield,	2011;	Powell,	2005;	Vesterinen,	Toom,	
&	Patrikainen,	 2010;	Westerman,	 1991),	 and	 in	 addition	 it	 has	been	 shown	 to	be	 an	
effective	way	of	revealing	participants’	thought	processes	in	other	contexts	(Dempsey,	
2010;	Rowe,	2009).	As	such,	it	fulfils	the	three	purposes	of:	showing	students	their	own	
teamwork	 processes,	 working	 as	 an	 instrument	 in	 providing	 feedback	 on	 their	
teamwork,	and	providing	me	with	insights	into	their	thought	processes	and	reflections	








However,	 there	 are	 some	 limitations	 to	 consider	 with	 stimulated	 reflection.	 It	 can	
generate	eclectic	responses,	there	may	be	time	pressures	in	the	interview	to	limit	the	
amount	 of	 reflection,	 and	 their	 reflections	 may	 not	 be	 an	 accurate	 account	 of	 their	
thinking	at	the	time	of	the	activity	(Haw	&	Hadfield,	2011).	Eclectic	responses	could	be	
beneficial	to	the	data	collection	for	providing	a	range	of	insights	on	different	events.	As	
for	 time	 constraints,	 that	 is	 a	 limitation	 that	 I	 will	 have	 to	 accept.	 For	 the	 final	
consideration,	it	is	true	that	the	participants’	reflections	may	not	be	an	accurate	account	
of	 their	 thinking	at	 the	 time	of	 the	event.	However,	unless	 I	were	 to	use	 think-aloud	

































Through	 reading	 Ting-Toomey	 and	 Chung	 (2005)	 I	 was	 able	 to	 find	 a	 guide	 to	 the	










	 	 	 (Ting-Toomey	&	Chung,	2005,	pp.	346–347)		
	 	
I	also	needed	to	consider	the	ethical	implications	of	publishing	findings	from	a	HEI	that	
might	 (I	 did	 not	 know	 at	 this	 point)	 reflect	 badly	 on	 the	 institution	 I	 was	 based	 in.	
Farrimond	 (2013)	 asserts	 that	 academic	 freedom	 is	 one	 of	 the	 ethical	 principles	 for	
conducting	research.	This	includes	the	freedom	of	the	researcher	to	disseminate	their	
















of	 them	 actually	 offered	 me	 more	 freedom	 regarding	 the	 audience	 to	 which	 I	 may	
disseminate	the	data	to	than	they	had	consented	to	initially.	After	the	data	collection	I	
sent	the	participants	transcripts	of	the	interviews	for	their	feedback	to	see	if	there	was	
anything	 they	did	not	want	me	 to	write	about,	 including	comments	about	 their	 team	
members,	but	they	were	fine	with	what	they	had	said.		
3.3.2 Negotiating Access  
	
I	had	a	clear	idea	early	on	in	the	research	process	of	where	I	wanted	to	conduct	research,	
and	 the	 type	 of	 data	 I	 wanted	 to	 collect.	 As	 such	 I	 began	 negotiating	 access	 to	 the	
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research	site	almost	six	months	prior	to	the	data	collection.	This	began	with	a	discussion	
on	 the	 conditions	 of	 access	 that	 the	 module	 leader	 set.	 I	 then,	 upon	 her	 request,	
presented	my	research	to	the	student/student	liaison	group	within	the	department	for	
their	approval.		
3.3.2.1 Meeting Module Leader 
	





















At	 this	 meeting,	 which	 took	 place	 in	 the	 autumn/winter	 term	 in	 the	 2014/2015	
academic	year,	the	students	and	staff	on	the	committee	listened	to	my	research	proposal.	
They	were	quite	enthusiastic	about	it.	My	proposal	was	helped	by	the	fact	that	I	had	the	














3.3.3 Recruiting Participants 
	
Recruiting	participants	is	linked	with	the	type	of	sample	one	wants	to	collect	(Ritchie,	




from	non-UK/EU	 backgrounds	 (University	 of	Warwick,	 2013).	Since	 I	was	 aiming	 to	
recruit	students	who	were	from	the	same	teams	for	the	case	studies,	I	could	not	try	to	











































managerial	 texts	 on	 feedback	 (e.g.	 Harris,	 2006),	 and	 I	 found	 the	 STAR	 framework	




talk	 during	 the	 interview	 about	 their	 experiences	 during	 the	 teamwork	 project.	
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Although	I	found	getting	this	advice	on	how	to	provide	feedback	useful,	in	the	end	the	




3.4 The Background to the Module and the Participants  
	
In	this	section	I	will	provide	some	background	information	about	the	STEM	module	that	










second	 part	 of	 the	 module	 they	 had	 to	 prepare	 and	 deliver	 a	 ten-minute	 group	
presentation	(for	which	they	were	marked	individually).	The	project	that	the	students	
had	 to	 work	 on	 initially	 was	 to	 design	 a	 statistical	model,	 using	 real	 world	 data	 on	
national	levels	of	health	and	life	satisfaction.	The	use	of	real-world	data	made	the	module	
more	 challenging	 for	 the	 students	 because	 they	 were	 inexperienced	 in	 using,	 and	





experiences	 of	 working	 together.	 They	 could	 talk	 about	 the	 problems	 that	 they	
encountered,	what	 they	 learnt,	 and	 the	 roles	 that	 they	 performed	 in	 the	 group.	 The	
students	were	encouraged	by	the	module	leader	to	refer	to	the	Belbin	roles	during	their	
group	work	(Belbin,	2012).	However,	in	the	two	student	teams	I	recorded,	the	students	






3.4.2 Participants and the Composition of the Teams 
	




categories	of	nationality,	 gender,	disciplinary	background,	 and	average	attainment	 in	
their	degree	up	until	this	point.	The	cohort	was	not	so	diverse	as	to	allow	for	all	students	
markedly	 different	 from	 each	 other	 to	 be	 in	 different	 groups.	 For	 example,	
approximately	half	of	the	cohort	was	British,	and	there	was	a	strong	gender	imbalance	
(approximately	 70%	male),	meaning	 that	 not	 all	 of	 the	 groups	would	 have	 a	 female	
member.	 The	module	 leader	made	 two	 further	 considerations	 in	making	 the	 groups	
diverse;	 the	 students	 who	 had	 not	 taken	 the	 pre-requisite	module	 were	 spread	 out	
across	the	groups,	so	that	they	would	receive	help	from	the	other	group	members	who	
had	 taken	 the	prerequisite	module,	 and	 similarly	 the	 students	who	had	not	 taken	 so	
many	statistics	modules	were	also	spread	throughout	the	teams.	
3.4.2.1 Group One 
	














Name5	 Gender	 Nationality	 Academic	Background	 Academic	
Record6	
Age	
Carl	 Male	 British	 Maths	and	Statistics	 1st	in	Group	 20	
Edward	 Male	 British	 Maths	and	Statistics	 2nd	in	group	 20	
Hitchens	 Male	 Cypriot	 Maths	and	Statistics	 3rd	in	group	 23	
Nathan	 Male	 Chinese		 Maths	and	Statistics	 4th	in	Group	 21	
	








Name	 Gender	 Nationality	 Academic	Background	 Academic	
Record	
Age	
Chahel	 Male	 British	 Statistics	 2nd	in	Group	 20	
Devina	 Female	 Hong	Kong	 Statistics	 4th	in	group	 22	
Lazar	 Male	 Bulgarian	 Maths	and	Statistics	 1st	in	group	 21	
Paul	 Male	 British	 Pure	Maths	 3rd	in	Group	 20	
	
















3.4.3.1 Researcher Positioning 
	
In	qualitative	research	it	 is	 important	for	the	researcher	to	be	cognisant	of	their	own	
positioning	and	 to	 reflect	on	how	 their	knowledge,	beliefs,	 and	previous	experiences	
may	 influence	their	collection,	 interpretation	and	analysis	of	 the	data	(Berger,	2015).	
This	means	that	the	researcher	has	to	recognise	their	own	frame	of	reference,	and	then	
use	strategies	 to	maintain	reflexivity	 throughout	 the	research	process	 (see	strategies	
used	to	maintain	reflexivity,	section	3.4.3.1.4).	Below,	I	will	detail	what	my	own	frame	of	
reference	was	 in	my	 approach	 to	 this	 research,	 and	 the	 strategies	 I	 engaged	with	 to	
ensure	that	I	reflected	on	my	position.	
	
There	 are	 several	 personal	 characteristics	 that	 may	 be	 relevant	 to	 a	 researcher's	










offenders)	 may	 influence	 his	 participants'	 responses,	 as	 could	 his	 beliefs	 (e.g.	 if	 he	
believed	 the	police	 to	be	a	benevolent	 force	 in	 society,	whereas	his	participants	may	
view	them	as	a	hindrance).	A	 limitation	of	using	 these	characteristics	 is	 that	 it	 is	not	
possible	to	list	everything	that	could	be	relevant,	because	my	own	positioning	may	move	
according	 to	 various	 uncontrollable	 factors,	 such	 my	 mood	 at	 the	 time	 of	 the	 data	
collection,	 or	 if	 I	 was	 reading	 certain	 texts	 prior	 to	 an	 interview.	 Some	 of	 the	
characteristics	listed	are	vast,	such	as	personal	experiences.	To	list	all	of	the	personal	
















































my	 personal	 experiences,	 my	 biases,	 and	 the	 emotional	 responses	 I	 had	 to	 the	
participants.	I	shall	go	through	these	one	by	one.		
	

























responses.	 This	 was	 more	 complicated	 than	 the	 issue	 of	 previous	 intercultural	
experiences	 because	 part	 of	 the	 motivation	 for	 them	 to	 participate	 was	 to	 receive	
feedback	on	their	teamwork.	In	order	to	balance	this,	I	made	sure	that	the	advice	I	gave	









3.4.3.1.2 My biases 
	











had	 to	remember	 that	where	 there	was	no	evidence	of	 learning	(i.e.	when	 it	was	not	
present	it	during	either	the	interviews	or	during	their	teamwork	discussions)	did	not	
mean	 definitively	 that	 the	 students	 did	 not	 learn,	 just	 that	 I	 was	 not	 privy	 to	 it.	






One	 other	 important	 aspect	 to	 consider	 is	 that	 the	 data	 presented	 in	 the	 analysis	




my	 theoretical	 positioning,	 was	 essential	 in	 order	 to	 answer	 the	 research	 questions	
effectively.	
	
3.4.3.1.3 Theoretical Stance 
	
My	theoretical	stance	on	the	research	changed	as	I	collected	the	data	and	progressed	
with	 the	 analysis.	 This	 is	 not	 unusual,	 as	Agee	 comments:	 "The	development	 of	 new	
questions,	especially	sub-questions,	often	occurs	during	the	inquiry	process,	sometimes	
during	data	collection	and	analysis"	(2009,	p.	436).	Initially,	I	intended	to	research	how	
culture	 may	 affect	 decision-making	 in	 student	 teams.	 However,	 during	 the	 data	
collection	it	became	apparent	that	the	data	collected	during	the	meetings	and	interviews	
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This	 was	 not	 without	 some	 disadvantages,	 since,	 as	 intercultural	 competence	
development	became	more	of	a	focus	in	the	data,	it	was	too	late	to	ask	the	participants	





3.4.3.1.4 Strategies for maintaining reflexivity 
	
Berger	 (2015)	 suggests	 several	 strategies	 for	 maintaining	 reflexivity	 in	 qualitative	
research	 (see	 Table	 13	 for	 list	 and	 my	 actions).	 Some	 of	 these	 strategies	 were	 not	
possible	to	implement	for	this	research,	such	as	forming	a	peer	support	network,	and	
peer	interviews.	However,	I	was	able	to	implement	most	of	the	strategies	on	this	list	in	






































filming	 equipment	 before	 the	 students	 arrived,	 so	 that	 they	would	 not	 have	 to	wait	
before	 they	 could	 start,	 and	 also	 the	 cameras	 were	 set	 up	 and	 seemed	 part	 of	 the	
furniture.	I	also	wore	similar	clothing	for	each	meeting	and	sat	at	the	back	of	the	room,	
trying	not	to	look	too	directly	at	the	students	as	they	had	their	meetings.	In	short,	I	tried	
to	make	 the	 equipment	 and	myself	 forgettable.	 This	 approach	 had	 varying	 levels	 of	
success.	Group	Two	often	had	meetings	in	public	places,	which	made	them	more	aware,	
I	think,	of	the	fact	that	there	were	cameras	because	they	could	see	other	people	looking	
at	 them	being	 filmed.	 I	did	not	want	 to	 interfere	with	 their	meetings,	but	after	a	 few	








let	 them	 get	 on	with	 their	meeting.	 There	 were	 also	 times	when	 I	 had	 to	 leave	 the	






















so	 there	 was	 no	 need	 to	 follow	 them	 around	 the	 room	 or	 a	 wider	 area.	 The	 audio	
recorders	were	particularly	useful,	not	only	as	a	backup	to	the	cameras,	but	also	because,	
particularly	with	Group	Two,	they	picked	up	the	conversation	far	better	than	the	video	













someone	 has	 an	 affective	 response	 or	 experiences	 a	 cultural	 disequilibrium.	
Unfortunately,	 knowing	 if	 the	 students	 had	 experienced	 such	 a	 response	 or	
disequilibrium	could	only	be	known	through	showing	the	students	the	clips	and	then	



















for	 the	 interviews	 were	 selected	 based	 on	 the	 incidents	 during	 the	 project	 where	 I	
perceived	there	to	be	creative	tension	amongst	the	students.	I	was	trying	to	find	“critical	
incidents”	 based	 on	 the	 criteria	 outlined	 in	 the	 Literature	 Review	 chapter	 (section	
2.3.3.2).	 Initially	 I	 conceived	 these	as	moments	where	 the	students	would	be	making	
group	decisions.	However,	after	reviewing	the	meetings	and	listening	to	the	students’	
presentations,	 I	 then	 selected	 clips	 where	 there	 was	 discord,	 disagreement	 or	 a	
misunderstanding	 (due	 to	 intercultural	 elements	 I	 perceived	 in	 the	 interactions,	 as	












several	 other	 limitations	 to	 this	 process	 of	 selecting	 clips.	 The	 first	 were	 the	 time	
constraints	between	 the	 students’	 presentations	 and	 their	 interviews.	The	university	




way	 through	 once	 or	 twice.	 I	 was	 able	 to	 look	 at	 my	 field	 notes	 to	 supplement	my	











Sometimes	 I	 based	 this	 on	 the	 overall	 involvement	 of	 the	 participant	 who	 was	 not	
involved	 in	 this	 particular	 clip.	 If	 they	were	 normally	 not	 so	 talkative,	 then	 I	would	
include	it	because	I	felt	that	the	fact	that	they	were	not	talking	might	be	salient	in	itself.	
I	also	decided	to	choose,	as	far	as	possible,	the	same	clips	for	all	of	the	interviews	with	
the	group	members	within	each	group.	That	way	 I	had	 four	(five,	 including	my	own)	
perspectives	on	the	same	event.		
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clips	 I	wanted	 to	 show	 the	 interviewee.	During	 the	 first	 few	 interviews	 the	 students	





was	 that,	 as	 mentioned	 in	 the	 section	 above,	 the	 video	 clips	 had	 variable	 levels	 of	
importance	to	the	students.	Some	students	could	remember	quite	clearly	the	clips	that	I	
showed	them,	whereas	for	others	it	seemed	as	though	they	were	viewing	it	for	the	first	
time,	 as	 if	 they	 had	 not	 been	 in	 the	 room.	 This	 is	 interesting	 for	 interpretation	 and	
analysis,	but	at	the	time	it	felt	like	I	had	missed	something	and	chosen	the	wrong	clip.	I	
was	also	concerned	about	how	useful	a	student	may	find	the	clip	for	feedback	purposes	
if	 they	 could	not	 remember	 the	 incident.	The	 interviews	were	 also	 affected	by	other	











3.4.6 Collecting Facebook Group Data 
	
Both	of	the	groups	had	conversations	online	about	their	projects.	I	knew	that	this	was	
happening;	 however,	 I	 did	 not	 ask	 to	 see	 this	 until	 during	 the	 interviews.	 This	 was	
because	I	wanted	them	to	have	a	space	during	the	group	project	where	they	could	be	
away	from	me	in	case	they	wanted	the	freedom	to	express	themselves	without	me.	Then,	
at	 the	 end	 of	 the	 interviews	 I	 asked	 the	 students	 individually	 if	 they	 would	 be	
comfortable	sharing	their	online	communication	with	me.	If	all	of	the	students	agreed,	
then	 I	 would	 ask	 the	 last	 person	 I	 interviewed	 to	 give	 me	 access	 to	 their	 online	
communication.	The	students	consented,	so	I	was	granted	access	to	two	sets	of	online	
communication.	I	would	have	liked	to	have	read	the	online	communication	before	the	
interviews	 because	 I	 would	 have	 understood	 each	 group’s	 dynamics	 much	 better.	
However,	this	is	a	limitation,	with	the	trade-off	that	I	have	a	set	of	online	communication	
that	took	place	without	my	observation,	so	the	observer	effect	on	this	data	 is	 far	 less	
significant	than	on	the	video	recordings.	
	
3.5 Data Collected 
	
In	this	section	I	will	show	the	different	sorts	of	data	I	collected	and	how	much	of	each	
type	 I	recorded.	First,	 I	will	 look	at	 the	data	collected	 from	Group	One,	with	 the	data	
collected	from	their	meetings,	the	interviews,	and	the	Facebook	posts.	Then	I	will	do	the	























































































































































Carl	 9	 103	 15	(+	1	poll)	 127	
Hitchens	 21	 72	 20	 103	
Nathan	 0	 18	 10	 28	
Edward	 11	 43	 6	 60	






































































































































































Chahel	 17	 44	 9	 70	
Lazar	 5	 22	 10	 37	
Paul	 9	 41	 3	 53	
Devina	 6	 19	 13	 38	











presentations	 at	 the	 end	 of	 the	 project,	 notes	 from	 their	 presentations,	 notes	 from	






















Group	One	 5	 11hrs	19	 4	(out	of	4)	 3	hrs.	34	 328	
Group	Two	 5	 7hrs	37	 4	(out	of	4)	 3	hrs.	1	 198	
Total	 10	 18hrs	56	 8	(out	of	8)	 6	hrs.	35	 526	
	
3.6 Analytical Decisions following the Data Collection 
	
In	 this	 section	 I	will	 look	 at	 the	methodological	 procedures	 after	data	 collection	 and	
explain	the	stages	of	analysis	I	have	undertaken.	First,	I	will	describe	the	transcription	













are	 analytical	 decisions.	 In	 the	 end,	 I	 decided	 to	 transcribe	 content	 only,	 with	 less	




conversation	 can	 be	 useful	 to	 practice,	 the	 specialist	 subject	 knowledge	 required	 to	









3.6.2 Inductive Coding 
	
I	 coded	with	 a	 qualitative	 data	 analysis	 software	 package	 called	MAXQDA.	MAXQDA	
allows	 one	 to	 apply	 the	 codes	 directly	 onto	 the	 video	 or	 audio	 clips.	 This	 had	 the	
advantage	of	allowing	me	to	code	the	utterances	of	the	participants	alongside	any	salient	




inductive.	 Coding	 inductively	 is	 sometimes	 called	 “open	 coding”	 or	 “initial	 coding”	
(Saldaña,	2016,	p.	115).	The	purpose	of	coding	 inductively	was	 to	remain	open	to	all	
possible	theoretical	directions	that	the	data	could	lead	me	to.	The	inductive	coding	was	



















describing	 the	 action	 that	 occurred. 9 	Then,	 I	 grouped	 those	 codes	 accordingly	 into	









































































































but	 also	 the	 surface-level	 participation	 rates	 relative	 to	 the	 different	 themes	 and	
overarching	 themes	 from	 the	 coding.	 This	 was	 important	 because	 it	 enabled	 me	 to	






again.	 It	 was	 possible	 to	 see,	 for	 example,	 which	 students	 were	 more	 involved	 in	




There	 are	 two	 limitations	 to	 measuring	 the	 participation	 according	 to	 levels	 of	
communication.	The	first	is	that	it	does	not	convey	a	sense	of	the	work	done	outside	of	
the	meetings	and	online.	A	student	may	not	contribute	much	during	the	meetings	but	







processes	 (see	 section	 2.2.5).	 Understanding	 this	 type	 of	 participation	 could	 be	
understood	 through	 the	 interviews	 and	 deductive	 analysis,	where	 it	was	 possible	 to	
better	understand	the	level	of	participation	through	the	students'	reflections.	





















critical	 incidents,	 and	 the	 students’	 reflections	 on	 the	 critical	 incidents	 during	 the	
interviews.	It	also	incorporated	the	results	of	the	inductive	analysis	to	help	inform	some	








3. Look	 for	 evidence	 of	 development	 in	 the	 interview	 responses	 or	 in	 the	
longitudinal	data	(meetings	and	Facebook	data).	









incidents	 from	 the	 interviewees	 and	 finding	 evidence	 in	 the	 longitudinal	 data	 for	
development	was	also	a	challenge.	No	situation	is	the	same,	so	what	could	be	evidence	




relationship	with	 the	 other	 group	members	 (following	 a	 critical	 incident	 involving	 a	
dispute),	 and	 then	 used	 more	 rapport-related	 communication	 with	 the	 other	 group	
members	 after	 the	 dispute.	 This	was	where	 the	 inductive	 coding	was	 invaluable	 for	
showing	changes	that	would	not	have	been	evident	if	I	were	to	rely	solely	on	self-reports	
from	the	participants.	Some	of	the	instances	of	development	from	the	interviews	were	
difficult	 to	 discern,	 for	 example,	 straightforward	 declarative	 reflections	 on	 a	 future	
change	in	behaviours	were	rare	(e.g.	“I	would	do	this	differently”),	and	in	some	cases	the	
students	were	not	aware	that	they	could	have	done	anything	differently,	or	even	that	







3.6.3.1 Reflections on thematic analysis 
	
Intercultural	Communication	is	defined	as	a	situation	in	which	it	is	perceived	by	one	of	
the	 parties	 involved	 that	 culture	 has	 an	 effect	 on	 the	 interaction	 (Spencer-Oatey	 &	
Franklin,	2009).	In	this	research	I	was	one	of	the	parties	who	perceived	culture	as	having	
an	 effect	 on	 the	 interaction,	 based	 on	 my	 reading	 about	 different	 research	 on	
intercultural	 communication	 and	 through	using	 the	GPCF	 as	 a	 guide.	 It	was	me	who	
chose	 the	 video	 clips	 to	 use	 in	 the	 interviews	 for	 reflection	 for	 the	 (potential)	
intercultural	 elements	 to	 these	 incidents.	 It	 was	 potentially	 problematic	 when	 the	
participants	did	not	perceive	culture	as	salient	in	all	of	the	incidents,	whereas	I	did.	In	
the	meeting	data	 as	well	 as	 in	 the	 interviews,	 the	participants,	 on	 several	 occasions,	
demonstrated	 a	 lack	 of	 awareness	 of	 the	 different	 intercultural	 features	 of	 their	
interactions.	This	 lack	of	 awareness	 is	 related	 to	 intercultural	 competencies	 (e.g.	 the	
ability	to	observe,	the	ability	to	attune	to	different	communication	styles,	the	ability	to	
accept	differences	in	meaning	etc.).	So,	I	could	(and	do	in	some	cases)	argue	that	their	
lack	 of	 awareness	 of	 the	 intercultural	 aspect	 of	 the	 interactions	 was	 due	 to	 their	
unfamiliarity	with	certain	intercultural	competencies.	However,	I	also	acknowledge	the	
possibility	that	the	students	were	not	aware	of,	or	thinking	about,	culture	because	it	was	
not	salient	 to	the	 interaction.	However,	 the	GPCF	does	contain	competencies	that	are	
useful	for	development	and	applications	to	situations	where	culture	is	not	immediately	
salient	 (such	as	 attentive	 listening,	 synergistic	 solutions,	 flexibility,	 and	 sensitivity	 to	
social/professional	context).	Employers	would	value	many	of	these	competencies,	even	
if	they	were	developed	from	incidents	that	the	students	did	not	perceive	as	intercultural	
(see	 section	 2.3.8).	 So,	 from	 a	 pragmatic	 perspective,	 even	 if	 a	 participant	 does	 not	
interpret	the	interaction	as	intercultural,	the	ICs	that	they	could	have	developed	from	






are	 concerned	 with	 IC	 development.	 This	 means	 that	 when	 the	 students	 are	 solely	
focused	on	the	completion	of	their	project,	it	is	evidence	that	the	message	(from	either	
the	 lecturer	 or	 the	 institution)	 of	 doing	 these	 projects	 for	 the	 development	 of	
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competencies	 is	 not	 being	 received.	 This	 would	 raise	 questions	 for	 institutions	 and	
lecturers	about	how	to	better	communicate	the	learning	aims	of	assignments.	
	
With	 the	 awareness	 that	 some	 of	 these	 competencies	 could	 be	 applicable	 to,	 or	
developed,	from	situations	in	which	the	participants	did	not	perceive	the	interaction	to	
be	 intercultural,	 I	proceeded	with	my	analysis.	As	 I	proceeded	 I	 encountered	several	
other	challenges.	The	first	was	the	suitability	of	the	two	frameworks	for	the	data.	In	the	
data	 I	 found	 competencies	 that	were	not	 included	 in	 the	GPCF,	 or	which	manifested	
themselves	 differently	 to	 how	 the	 GPCF	 described	 them.	 These	 are	 described	 in	 the	














analytic,	 comparative,	 chronological,	 theory-building,	 “suspense”	 and	 un-sequenced	
structures.	The	first	two	case	study	chapters	are	presented	in	a	linear	analytic	fashion.	






















according	 to	 the	 different	 competency	 clusters	 of	 the	 GPCF	 (Knowledge	 and	 Ideas,	
Communication,	Relationships,	and	Personal	qualities	and	Dispositions).	This	answers	











communication	 from	 the	 group’s	 project.	 The	 third	 part	 looks	 at	 the	 use	 and	
development	of	 intercultural	 competencies	 through	 three	 incidents	during	 the	group	
project	 through	 deductive	 analysis	 based	 on	 the	 GPCF	 and	 Taylor's	 Intercultural	
Competence	Development	Model.	This	analysis	is	based	on	the	students'	actions	during	
the	 meetings	 and	 online,	 their	 reflections	 during	 the	 interviews,	 and	 through	 their	
subsequent	actions	during	the	project.		










































4.1.1 Team Roles 
	
Table	22	below	shows	the	team	members’	different	views	of	each	other’s	roles.	Here	it	







































4.1.2 The Project 
	























4.1.3 Stage Summaries  
Below	is	a	table	detailing	the	different	stages	of	the	group’s	project	(Table	23).	These	

































































































































































arranged	the	mechanics	around	the	project,	but	not	 the	project	 itself.	These	 included	
arranging	 meetings,	 allocating	 tasks	 and	 utterances	 within	 meetings	 designed	 to	
introduce	 an	 agenda,	 or	 to	 change	 the	 topic	 of	 conversation.	 Rapport-Related	
Communication	was	instances	of	communication	that	were	rapport	based.	Examples	of	





reviewing	 the	 interviews	 and	 Facebook	 data	 it	 became	 clear	 that	 the	 expression	 of	
uncertainty	was	related	to	the	group	rapport	as	well	as	to	the	task,	and	how	comfortable	
the	students	felt	clarifying	meaning,	and	checking	each	other’s	work.	It	was	also	useful	
when	 testing	 it	 as	 a	 separate	 category	 through	 analysing	 the	 code	 frequencies,	 as	 it	
revealed	 interesting	 aspects	 around	 intercultural	 competencies	 related	 to	
communication,	 and	 significant	 dynamics	 in	 the	 two	 groups’	 progression	 with	 the	
project	(discussed	further	below).		
	
4.2.1 Surface-Level Participation 
	
Measuring	 the	 surface	 participation	 levels	 of	 the	 different	 group	 members	 was	
important	 from	the	 issues	around	multicultural	group	work	 in	 the	Literature	Review	












it.	 Also,	 time-talked	 is	 not	 a	 feasible	 measure	 for	 online	 communication,	 where	
communication	can	be	measured	in	number	of	words,	likes	and	emoticons.	For	this,	in	
both	online	and	in	meetings	another	metric	was	used.	This	metric	was	a	count	of	the	












Carl	 06:30:53	 43.33%	 221 35.70% 
Edward	 02:53:26	 19.22%	 80 12.92% 
Hitchens	 03:37:49	 24.14%	 288 46.53% 
Nathan	 02:00:01	 13.30%	 30 4.85% 
Total	 15:02:08 100.00%	 619 100.00% 
	
Table	26	-	Coding	Instances	Across	all	Stages	(N=3646)	





























































was	 in	 the	middle.	Edward	spoke	more	 in	 the	early	stages,	and	Hitchens	spoke	more	
towards	the	end	of	the	project.		
	













it	 became	 clear	 that	 the	 group	 members	 felt	 that	 both	 too	 much	 surface-level	
participation	 (in	 the	 case	 of	 Carl) 33 	and	 too	 little	 (in	 the	 case	 of	 Nathan) 34 	were	
problematic.	Hitchens	was	not	criticised	for	his	surface-level	of	participation,	but	Carl	








project	 progressed,	 both	 his	 involvement	 in	 the	 task	 management	 and	 the	 overall	
instances	of	task	management	itself,	declined	(compared	to	other	discussion	activity,	see	
section	4.2.6).	However,	towards	the	end	of	the	project	Carl	and	Hitchens	also	became	



















































































































4.2.3 Task Discussion 
	
During	 the	 first	 stage	 the	group	members	shared	what	might	be	affecting	 their	work	
outside	of	the	project,	however,	this	did	not	continue	when	it	could	have	helped	later	on.	
During	Stage	Two	Carl	dominated	the	task	discussion.	However,	Hitchens	felt	 that	he	
was	 not	 being	 allowed	 to	 talk	 because	 Carl	 was	 talking	 so	much	 (see	 Incident	 One,	































































































































mediated	 by	 Edward,	 Hitchens	 realised	 that	 how	 his	 messages	 were	 phrased	 was	
important.	After	the	conflict	the	group	developed	a	much	better	rapport,	and	there	were	
many	instances	of	humour	as	well	as	some	evidence	of	interpersonal	sensitivity	by	Carl.	
However,	 afterwards,	Carl	 said	 that	he	would	have	prioritised	 completing	 the	 report	
over	maintaining	a	good	team	ethos.38	Table	31	provides	a	list	of	the	main	events	related	
to	Rapport-related	Communication	during	the	project.	Figure	11	and	Table	32	show	the	







































































































































































































































































	 Stage	1	 Stage	2	 Stage	3	 Stage	4	 Stage	5	 Total	
Carl	 0	 19	 8	 42	 0	 69	
Edward	 0	 25	 3	 23	 0	 51	
Hitchens	 0	 13	 3	 43	 0	 59	
Nathan	 0	 9	 0	 15	 0	 24	
Total	 0	 66	 14	 123	 0	 203	
	
4.2.6 Overall Inductive Coding Results for the Whole Project 
	














34	 128	 27	 395	 0	 584	
39.08%	 26.23%	 14.29%	 14.65%	 0%	 16.77%	
Task	Discussion	
33	 238	 112	 1501	 0	 1884	
37.93%	 48.77%	 59.26%	 55.65%	 0%	 54.09%	
Rapport-related	
Communication	
15	 8	 33	 520	 19	 595	
17.24%	 1.64%	 17.46%	 19.28%	 86.36%	 17.08%	
Uncertainty	
5	 114	 17	 281	 3	 420	

















4.2.7 Significance of the Results of the Inductive Coding 
	
Analysing	the	data	 in	this	way	presented	a	very	different	picture	of	how	students	act	






the	 participants,	 recognising,	 as	 discussed	 in	 Incident	 Three,	 4.3.3,	 that	 there	was	 a	
language	 issue	 instead.	 Task	 Management	 seemed	 relatively	 uncontroversial	 from	
observing	the	meetings	but	was	revealed	as	contentious	at	times	during	the	interviews	




in	 the	 task	 discussion	 than	 the	 others.	 Rapport-related	 Communication,	 which	 was	
discussed	very	little	in	the	interviews	and	during	the	incidents,	was	revealed	during	the	
inductive	analysis	 to	be	 important	 in	understanding	 the	 lead	up	 to	 the	disagreement	

























is	 that	 it	 also	 facilitated	 the	 understanding	 of	 the	 different	 incidents	 analysed	 for	
development	of	intercultural	competence	in	the	second	part	of	this	case	study	below.	
	






of	 development	 is	 taken	 from	 the	 theory	 of	 critical	 incidents	 and	 Taylor’s	 model	 of	
intercultural	competence	development	(1994a).	Presented	below	are	the	results	from	
this	deductive	stage	of	the	analysis,	which	forms	a	first	step	in	exploring	the	extent	to	










4.3.1 First Incident 
	
The	first	incident	took	place	during	Meeting	Four.	Carl	had	been	talking	at	length	about	











volunteered	 himself	 to	 research	 the	 region	 variable),	 and	 then	 lines	 8	 and	 9	 (where	
Hitchens	then	offered	to	do	the	task	instead).	After	this	incident	Hitchens	was	allocated	















































4.3.1.1 Learning and reflections on first incident 
	
The	 first	 interesting	 aspect	 of	 this	 incident	 concerns	 the	 subjectivity	 of	 a	 learning	














Here	 Carl	 clearly	 indicated	 that	 he	 did	 not	 know	 how	 to	 contest	 the	 task	 allocation	
without	confrontation,	and	without	being	perceived	as	petty.	Carl	demonstrated	a	level	
of	self-awareness	regarding	how	the	others	could	have	perceived	him.	However,	he	also	
needed	 to	 develop	 his	 ability	 to	 negotiate	 task	 allocation	 when	 he	 disagreed	 with	
another	group	member,	but	he	did	not	realise	that	he	had	a	shortcoming	in	relation	to	
this	skill.	In	the	second	main	incident	(see	section	4.3.2)	the	strategy	Carl	employed	to	





















recognised	 that	 that	 was	 a	 problem.47	So	 Nathan’s	 preparedness	 to	 participate	 was	
negatively	affected	by	being	late,	but	then	it	was	compounded	by	his	English	language	










































4.3.1.2 Conclusions from the first incident 
	
This	first	incident	brought	into	question	the	development	of	several	competencies	for	



























Involvement in Incident & 













































































































days.	 The	 initial	 disagreement	began	with	Hitchens	 stating	 that	 they	needed	 to	 start	
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their	model	 development	 “from	 scratch.”53	Carl	 disagreed,	 and	 then	 their	 discussion	
grew	into	a	disagreement	over	a	range	of	issues.	As	the	disagreement	progressed,	they	
began	to	disagree	over	issues	on	which	they	had	previously	shared	the	same	opinion.54	
This	 indicates	 that	 the	 disagreement	 was	 not	 only	 transactional,	 but	 also	 had	 an	
interpersonal,	 relational	 aspect.	 To	 help	 resolve	 the	 disagreement	 Edward	
communicated	with	Hitchens	and	Carl	privately	and	was	able	to	mediate	between	the	
two	 of	 them.	 Then	 at	 the	 following	 meeting	 they	 discussed	 their	 disagreement	 and	










their	 online	 disagreement,	 at	 the	 next	meeting	 they	 reconciled.	However,	 during	 the	
reconciliation	discussion,	their	disagreement	continued	as	Carl	disputed	with	Hitchens	
over	 the	 implied	tone	of	Hitchens’	messages	(“arrogant	and	patronising”).56	Carl	 then	

















he	 did	 develop	 an	 appreciation	 of	 Hitchens’	 personality	 from	 this	 experience,	



















During	 the	 first	 intervention,	 Carl	 attempted	 to	 understand	 why	 Hitchens	 was	
questioning	 their	 previous	 work	 (lines	 1-5).	 Carl	 suggested	 that	 perhaps	 they	 had	
different	goals	and	wanted	Hitchens	to	clarify	what	his	goals	for	the	assignment	were.	














































in	 the	development	of	 their	model,	 or	 academic	 evidence.	Edward	 reconciled	 this	by	
saying	that	a	compromise	between	both	was	required	for	their	project.	This	intervention	



















point	 it	 seemed	 that	Hitchens	 and	Carl	were	 ready	 to	 argue	 again,	 but	 then	Edward	
intervened	and	asked	them	to	say	what	they	thought	had	happened,	not	try	to	report	














































































The	 second	 competency	 is	 sensitivity	 to	 social	 context,	 because	Carl	did	not	disclose	










Two	 other	 competencies	 that	 Carl	 was	 tested	 with	 was	 acceptance	 of	 non-fluent	
speakers,	and	interpersonal	attentiveness	(specifically	when	to	disclose	disagreement).	
During	the	reconciliation	in	meeting	five,	Carl	seemed	open	to	Hitchens’	suggestion	that	
there	was	a	 ‘slight	 language	 issue’	 for	Hitchens.73	However,	during	his	 interview	Carl	

































time,	because	he	engaged	 in	a	prolonged	disagreement	with	Hitchens.	That	 is	 to	 say,	
when	he	stopped	disagreeing	with	Hitchens	on	one	point	of	debate,	he	then	disagreed	
with	 him	 on	 another	 point,	 eventually	 saying	 he	 was	 ‘playing	 devil’s	 advocate.’ 75	
















discuss	 it	 face-to-face.79	During	this	 incident	Carl	showed	some	experimentation	with	
Building	shared	knowledge	and	mutual	 trust	 in	order	to	reach	mutual	understanding	
about	the	task	discussion.	However,	he	did	not	employ	the	same	tactic	to	reach	mutual	
understanding	 about	 the	 rapport-related	 emotional	 effects	 that	 their	messages	were	












and	 patronising.’80	However,	 a	 few	weeks	 later,	 in	 the	 interview	 he	 had	 changed	 his	
views,	and	described	Hitchens	as	being	‘forceful,’	and	similar	to	himself.81	Although	Carl	












During	 this	 incident	 the	particular	 focus	of	 Edward’s	work	was	 to	 facilitate	Carl	 and	
Hitchens	 in	 reconciling	 and	 integrating	 their	 different	 approaches.	 Each	 of	 his	
interventions	had	varying	levels	of	success.	The	first	instance	where	he	intervened	in	
the	disagreement	did	not	aid	the	reconciliation	of	differences	between	Carl	and	Hitchens	
(see	 Facebook	 Reply	 1).	 This	 first	 attempt	 was	 not	 successful	 because	 it	 actually	


























him	 to	 re-evaluate	 his	 ability	 to	 reconcile	 differences	 and	 find	 solutions	 between	
differing	 parties.	 Since	 Edward	 had	 experience	 of	 using	 this	 competence	 before	 this	
incident	in	other	contexts,85	he	did	not	necessarily	develop	it	much	beyond	his	existing	




attune	 to	 how	 Carl	 and	 Hitchens	 were	 communicating,	 in	 order	 to	 appropriately	
reconcile	 their	 differences.	 This	 is	 most	 clear	 in	 the	 reconciliation	 when	 Edward	
interrupted	 Carl	 and	 Hitchens	 because	 he	 anticipated	 further	 disagreement.	 In	
Transcript	2,	line	seven,	Edward	interrupted	Carl’s	reply	in	order	to	restate	how	they	
should	talk	about	what	happened	over	the	weekend.	There	is	a	link	here	between	the	
above	 skill	 (building	 shared	 knowledge	 and	mutual	 trust),	 and	 attuning.	 In	 order	 to	























language	 choice.	 That	 is	 to	 say,	 there	 is	 very	 little	 reflection	 by	Hitchens	 during	 the	
interview	on	building	rapport	with	the	other	group	members	(with	the	exception	of	the	
realisation	that	it	was	absent	during	his	communication	during	the	disagreement),87	but	
there	 is	evidence	of	an	 increase	 in	rapport-related	communication	(see	section	4.2.4)	
and	other	actions	(e.g.	he	brought	chocolate	for	the	others	in	meeting	five).	During	the	
online	discussion,	what	Hitchens	posted	had	little	positive	relational	content.	Moreover,	






as	 ‘dismissive	 and	 arrogant,	 and	 at	 times	 I	 felt	 like	 you	were	 talking	 down	 to	me.’90	
Hitchens	 seemed	 to	 be	 attentive	 to	 interpersonal	 issues	 through	 hedging,	 but	 then	
exacerbated	 the	 situation	 with	 the	 comments	 that	 followed.	 During	 the	 interview	
















participant	 did	 not	 explicitly	 discuss	 the	 link	 between	 the	 incident	 and	 a	 change	 in	
behaviour	during	the	interview.	
	







need	 to	 be	 aware	of	 his	 language	 choices,	 it	was	 in	 the	 sense	 that	 it	 could	be	 a	 pre-
emptive	approach	to	avoid	misunderstanding.	However,	building	shared	knowledge	and	

















there	was	a	continuation	of	 the	problem	of	active	 listening	 that	was	 identified	 in	 the	
previous	 incident.	However,	he	only	seemed	to	realise	 this	upon	reviewing	 the	video	
stimuli	and	realising	that	there	were	aspects	to	the	conversations	that	he	had	missed.	So,	






saying,	 “I	 don’t	 really	 know	 his	 role	 throughout	 that	 period.”93	During	 his	 interview	
Nathan	 admitted	 that	 he	 would	 not	 have	 been	 able	 to	 mediate	 between	 Carl	 and	




but	 other	 than	 the	 experience	 of	 watching	 someone	 else	 perform	 this	 competence,	
Nathan	 had	 little	 to	 build	 on	 to	 develop	 this	 competence	 during	 his	 group	 work	
experience.		
	
















experienced	 this	 sort	 of	 event	 before.	 Nathan,	 who	 was	 much	 less	 involved	 in	 the	




































































































































































































































the	 group’s	meetings	 that	 anyone	 explicitly	 broached	 the	 topic	 of	Nathan’s	 language	
skills.	 During	 the	 interview	 Carl	 commented	 that	 he	was	 afraid	 of	 “pointing	 out	 the	
elephant	in	the	room,”96	when	he	discussed	it	with	Nathan.	However,	Nathan,	both	at	the	
time	and	then	in	the	interview	(at	which	Carl	was	not	present),	reaffirmed	that	he	did	















4.3.3.1 Learning and reflections from incident 
	
For	Carl,	two	competencies	were	tested	during	this	incident.	The	first	is	interpersonal	










across	 the	wrong	way	 to	Nathan	 in	offering	him	help	with	his	English.	Carl	was	also	
aware	that	this	approach	would	not	necessarily	work	with	other	people,	commenting	
that	if	he	offered	Hitchens	the	same	help,	he	would	have	done	so	differently,	“me	saying	
“I	 hope	 this	 doesn’t	 come	 across	 as	 patronising”	 probably	 in	 itself	would	have	 come	
across	as	patronising.”99	So	he	was	also	aware	that	this	approach	was	not	transferable	





There	 are	 two	 other	 aspects	 to	 note	 from	 this	 incident	 relating	 to	 Carl,	 and	 the	
competencies	used	in	this	incident	compared	to	the	previous	incident.	The	first	is	that	
he	was	attentive	to	Nathan’s	English	language	difficulties,	but	not	to	Hitchens’.	This	could	
be	 explained	 by	 the	 fact	 that	 Nathan’s	 language	 difficulties	were	more	 obvious	 than	
Hitchens’,	 so	 he	 could	 perceive	 them	more	 easily.	 The	 second	 aspect	 is	 that	 in	 this	
instance	Carl’s	concern	for	maintaining	a	good	relationship	with	Nathan	was	obvious	to	
Nathan	in	how	he	hedged	his	comments.	However,	in	the	previous	incident	it	was	not	




For	 Nathan,	 the	 main	 competence	 in	 question	 from	 this	 encounter	 was	 language	











to	 having	 English	 language	 issues. 101 	During	 the	 group	 project,	 each	 of	 Nathan’s	
struggles	with	 learning	 intercultural	competencies	 linked	 to	his	ability	 in	 the	English	
language.	Whilst	language	skills	do	not	necessarily	preclude	the	development	of	other	
intercultural	 competencies,	 in	 this	 context	 it	 seems	 that	 they	 did.	 This	 also	 links	 to	
Nathan’s	participation.	It	is	possible	that	his	level	of	participation,	both	at	surface-level	





members.	 So,	 although	 he	 was	 the	 group	 member	 with	 the	 most	 clearly	 identified	
English	language	issues	(and	recognised	by	Carl	during	this	incident	(see	section	4.3.3),	
he	 did	 not	 have	 the	 ability	 adapt	 to	 an	 unfamiliar	 situation.	 Neither	 did	 he	 seek	
clarifications	when	he	did	not	understand,	or	experiment	in	order	to	learn	how	to	seek	




4.3.3.2 Conclusions from third incident 
	











































































































4.4 Chapter Conclusion 
	
This	chapter	has	considered	the	results	of	the	inductive	coding	of	the	first	case,	and	also	
the	 development	 of	 intercultural	 competencies	 amongst	 the	 team	 members	 from	
different	 incidents	during	 the	project	 through	deductive	analysis.	From	the	 inductive	
coding	it	was	evident	that	the	group	had	uneven	surface-level	participation	rates.	Carl	
talked	the	most	throughout	the	project,	a	factor	that	influenced	Hitchens’	decisions	in	
the	 first	 incident.	 It	was	also	evident	 the	group	prioritised	Task	Discussion	and	Task	






three	 incidents,	 several	 intercultural	 competencies	were	 relevant	 to	 the	 interactions,	























Facebook	 interactions.	 This	will	 be	 followed	by	 a	 deductive	 analysis	 of	 five	 separate	
incidents	 during	 the	 project	 in	which	 the	 students’	 intercultural	 competencies	were	
tested	using	the	GPCF,	and	Taylor’s	model	for	developing	intercultural	competence.		
5.1 Introduction to the Case 
	
In	this	case	study	there	were	four	students	working	on	the	project.	Their	biographical	
data	are	 in	Table	40,	and	 their	 self-perceived	 team	roles	are	 in	Table	41.	Their	 roles	

























































































































































































coding	 instances.	Then	 the	different	 students’	 involvement	 in	 task	management,	 task	
discussion,	rapport-related	communication	and	uncertainty	are	considered.	There	are	
links	 between	 these	 themes	 and	 the	 learning	 incidents	 below.	 Some	of	 these	will	 be	
detailed	in	this	section,	but	others	will	not	become	apparent	until	reading	through	the	
different	incidents	from	section	5.3.1	of	this	chapter.		




followed	 by	 Chahel	 and	 then	 Paul,	 with	 Devina	 having	 the	 lowest	 surface-level	 of	
participation	 (even	 lower	 than	 the	 amount	 of	 silence	 across	 the	 meetings).	 Online	
surface-level	 participation	 was	 quite	 different,	 with	 Chahel	 having	 far	 more	 coding	










Chahel	 02:19:36	 32.65%	 259 50.87% 
Devina	 00:39:59	 9.04%	 83 15.16% 
Lazar	 02:49:13	 40.43%	 81 17.43% 
Paul	 01:04:46	 15.32%	 86 16.54% 
Silence	 00:56:16	 9.16%	 N/A N/A 







spend	 time	 explaining	 one	 aspect	 of	 the	 model	 development	 at	 length,	 rather	 than	
discussing	lots	of	different	parts	of	the	project).	Lazar	had	the	second	highest	number	of	





































































the	 other’s	 declined.	 It	 is	 also	 clear	 from	 the	 figure	 that	 Chahel’s	 surface	 level	 of	
participation	declined	as	the	project	progressed,	whereas	Lazar’s	 increased.	Paul	and	
















































































Chahel	 participated	 the	 most	 often	 in	 the	 task	 discussion,	 followed	 by	 Lazar.	 Paul	






















































































































































































not	 fluctuate	 greatly	 from	 stage	 to	 stage.	 Similarly,	 after	 Stage	 1	 Chahel	 and	 Lazar’s	
surface-level	participation	in	the	task	discussion	did	not	deviate	too	much	either,	with	
the	 exception	 of	 Stage	 3.	 The	 individual	 group	 members’	 contributions	 to	 the	 task	
discussions	were	related	to	their	competence	in	the	project	task,	and	also	their	ability	to	














5.2.4 Rapport-related Communication 
	
Table	49	shows	the	main	events	that	took	place	during	the	project	which	were	related	

















use	 of	 rapport-related	 communication	 amongst	 the	 group	members	 fluctuated	 a	 lot	
throughout	the	different	stages,	with	only	Devina	maintaining	a	similar	level	of	rapport-




as	 they	 seemed	 to	 maintain	 a	 good	 working	 relationship	 without	 evident	 effort	





















































































































































































































































Chahel	 and	 Lazar,	 the	most	 able	 students	who	 participated	 the	most	 in	 discussions,	
clarified	what	the	others	were	saying	the	most	often.	In	contrast	Devina,	and	especially	
Paul,	used	relatively	few	clarification	checks.	When	Devina	would	clarify	what	they	were	






















	 Stage	1	 Stage	2	 Stage	3	 Stage	4	 Stage	5	 Total	
Chahel	 0	 30	 30	 11	 51	 128	
Devina	 0	 11	 11	 7	 29	 81	
Lazar	 0	 22	 22	 9	 34	 95	
Paul	 1	 13	 13	 6	 15	 44	
Total	 1	 76	 76	 33	 129	 348	
	
5.2.6 Overall Thematic Codes for the Whole Project 
	
Table	 54	 shows	 the	 overall	 code	 instances	 for	 each	 group	 member	 throughout	 the	
project.	It	shows	the	overall	involvement	of	the	group	members	in	different	aspects	of	
















































































suggests	 that	 she	 faced	 possibly	 more	 obstacles	 in	 order	 be	 involved	 in	 the	 group	
discussions	compared	to	the	others.	In	contrast	Lazar	and	Chahel	both	had	high	levels	of	
involvement	in	all	aspects	of	the	project,	but	the	other	students	did	not	perceive	them	to	
be	 explicitly	 dominating	 of	 the	 discussion, 122& 123 	although	 Devina	 did	 at	 times	 feel	
excluded	 from	 the	group	decisions	 (see	 Incident	Two,	5.3.2)	Paul	was	 somewhere	 in	

























the	 students	 during	 the	 interviews.	 The	 analysis	 draws	 from	 the	 GPCF	 and	 Taylor's	
theory	of	IC	development.	There	were	five	incidents	that	the	students	were	asked	about,	
although,	 as	with	 the	 first	 group,	 some	 of	 the	 students	were	more	 involved	 in	 some	
incidents	 than	 others,	 and	 some	 of	 the	 incidents	 only	 involved	 one	 student	 directly.	
There	 were	 more	 incidents	 during	 this	 group’s	 project	 than	 in	 the	 previous	 group	
analysed,	but	none	of	these	incidents	were	as	prolonged	as	the	second	incident	in	Case	
Study	One,	with	such	deep	involvement	of	some	of	the	team	members.	Instead,	in	this	
group	 there	was	a	 series	of	 less	prolonged	 incidents	 that	nonetheless	 challenged	 the	
students	during	the	course	of	the	project.	At	the	end	of	each	incident	a	table	summarises	
the	competencies	developed.	These	tables	detail	the	involvement	of	the	students	in	the	

































































in	 order	 for	 the	 group	 to	 reach	 the	 overall	 goal	 faster	 of	 a	 final	model.	 Paul	 tried	 to	
minimise	his	own	objections	for	the	benefit	of	the	group.	In	contrast,	Chahel	wanted	to	
surface	 the	 different	 views	 (see	 section	 5.2.2)	 and	 then	 “battle	 it	 out,”127	so	 that	 the	
group	could	reach	an	optimum	shared	solution.	Building	shared	knowledge	and	mutual	
trust	 was	 the	 competence	 Chahel	 was	 trying	 to	 use	 here.	 However,	 neither	 student	
displayed	 another	 important	 competence	 during	 this	 incident	 (although	 they	 did	 in	




















5.3.1.2 Conclusions from first incident 
	
Table	55	 summarises	 the	main	 competencies	 from	 this	 incident.	This	 shows	 that	 the	















































































5.3.2 Second Incident 
	
This	 incident	spans	across	 two	meetings.	The	 first	part	was	 towards	 the	end	of	 their	
fourth	meeting,	when	the	group	agreed	to	try	to	present	a	model	at	the	next	meeting	that	
only	 had	 transformations	 that	 could	 be	 justified,	 either	 through	 logical	 or	 scientific	






































































5.3.2.1 Learning and reflections on second incident 
	
The	core	competences	at	 issue	here	 for	Devina	were	 language	proficiency	and	active	
listening.	 These	 competencies	 also	 had	 an	 impact	 on	 her	 ability	 to	 achieve	 mutual	
understanding,	as	well	as	her	surface-level	of	participation	(see	section	5.2.1).	 In	her	
interview	she	admitted	that	she	had	some	issues	with	being	able	to	listen	and	contribute	





permitted	 at	 the	 university,	 however,	 Chahel	 thought	 her	 English	 was	 “quite	
good’”).131132	During	the	meetings	Devina	was	not	able	to	participate	fully	in	the	group’s	
humour.	She	did	not	always	 laugh	when	a	 joke	was	shared	or	would	 laugh	only	after	
everyone	else	had	begun	laughing.	Although	she	did	not	always	understand	what	was	
being	 said,	 she	 did	 not	 attempt	 to	 improve	 her	 understanding	 through	 asking	more	




















It	 is	difficult	 to	say	 if	 she	did	not	understand	because	of	a	 language	problem	(i.e.	not	
catching	the	full	substance	of	the	conversation	in	the	previous	meeting)	and/or	because	
of	a	lack	of	statistical	knowledge	(i.e.	not	understanding	what	it	means	to	justify	a	reason	
for	 a	 transformation).	 Both	 are	 possible,	 and	 it	 is	 also	 possible	 that	 they	worked	 in	
tandem,	however,	what	is	clear	is	that	she	did	not	fully	understand	the	work	that	needed	




















group	members.	To	an	extent	 this	 is	 fair,	 in	 that	 the	other	students	could	have	made	
language	adjustments	to	help	her	to	understand	the	discussions	better.	However,	 the	
other	 group	 members	 did	 not	 seem	 fully	 aware	 of	 her	 level	 of	 misunderstanding	
(possibly	 due	 to	 her	 level	 of	 silence	 in	 the	meetings),	 and	 also	were	 unaware	 of	 the	
consequences	of	rejecting	her	ideas,	which	contributed	to	her	feeling	divorced	from	the	
decision-making.	










making	process,	which	could	have	had	a	negative	 impact	on	her	motivation	 to	 try	 to	

























































5.3.3 Third Incident 
	
This	incident	took	place	during	meeting	four.	In	it,	Paul	tried	to	explain	a	function	in	the	








































Transcript	 7	 gives	 the	 account	 of	 the	 incident.	 Paul	 expressed	 uncertainty	 about	 his	
understanding	 of	 a	 function	 of	 the	 software	 they	 were	 using.	 In	 this	 instance	 Paul	
introduced	his	uncertainty	about	the	kappa	function,	but	in	vague	terms	(e.g.	“like	multi-
collinearity	and	stuff”	and	“we	should	log	GDP	or	something	like	that”).	Then,	as	he	was	










function	 so	 that	 the	 others	 would	 understand.	 This	 was	 partly	 explained	 by	 the	
contextual	factor	that	Paul	did	not	bring	his	laptop	to	the	meetings,	so	he	could	not	look	
up	what	he	was	 trying	 to	explain.	However,	 it	 is	more	pertinent	 to	 this	 incident	 that	
Paul’s	background	discipline	was	not	statistics	(it	was	pure	maths),	so	he	was	unfamiliar	























different	 explanations	 for	 this,	 demonstrating	 flexibility.	His	 views	 on	 Paul	 link	with	




function	made	 it	 less	 of	 a	 challenge	 for	 Paul.	 This	meant	 that	 instead	 of	 Paul	 being	
challenged	to	explain	himself	more	clearly,	from	which	he	could	have	learnt	more	about	
how	 to	 explain,	 Lazar	 took	 over	 the	 challenge.	 So,	 what	 could	 have	 been	 a	 learning	
incident	 for	 Paul	 actually	 became	 a	 practice	 session	 for	 Lazar,	 who	 already	 had	 the	
ability	 to	 change	 his	 style	 of	 speaking	 between	 maths	 and	 statistics	 students	 from	
previous	experience.140	






upon	 Lazar	 to	 understand	 his	 explanation.	 Lazar	 actively	 listened	 to	what	 Paul	 was	
saying,	and	then	rephrased	it	for	the	other	group	members	to	understand.	This	incident	

































































5.3.4 Fourth Incident 
	
This	 incident	was	 the	culmination	of	protracted	discussions	among	 the	group	during	
meeting	 five	when	 they	were	 trying	 to	decide	on	a	 final	model.	The	group	 faced	 two	
choices	for	the	final	model	and	could	not	decide	between	them.	Until	that	point,	no	one	
in	the	group	had	been	willing	to	come	forward	and	press	the	group	to	decide	on	one	
model	 or	 the	 other.	 Then	Chahel	 suggested	 that	 the	 group	 split	 up,	with	 two	people	
working	on	each	model,	and	then	deciding	at	the	next	meeting.141	However,	after	he	had	













































































communication,	 and	 how	 it	may	 have	 had	 an	 effect	 on	Devina.	 However,	 during	 the	
project	itself	Lazar	did	not	make	any	specific	language	changes	in	order	to	make	himself	



















opportunity	 to	 reflect.	 Chahel	 demonstrated	 sensitivity	 to	 how	 his	 role	 could	 be	
perceived	in	the	team.	He	refrained	from	making	the	decision	because	he	did	not	want	


















































































































5.3.5 Fifth Incident 
	




























































and	 the	others	agreed.	Lazar	 felt	 that	 they	were	 spending	 too	 long	on	decisions	 (see	
Incident	Four,	section	5.3.4),	so	it	is	unsurprising	that	he	suggested	this	course	of	action.	









a	 positive	 interaction	 between	 Paul’s	 competence	 to	 explain	 to	 others,	 and	 in	 his	
competence	 in	the	project	 itself.	 In	his	 interview	Paul	was	not	aware	of	any	personal	




























reflective) & Report 
















5.4 Chapter Conclusion 
	
This	chapter	has	detailed	the	results	and	analysis	of	the	second	case	study	of	students	
working	 on	 their	 project.	 The	 inductive	 analysis	 provided	 clear	 indications	 of	 what	























the	others,	 but	 through	 further	work	on	 the	project	materials	 themselves.	 Lazar	 and	
Chahel	both	showed	instances	where	they	needed	to	decide	to	disclose	their	frustrations	
with	the	other	group	members	or	not,	as	well	as	negotiate	their	goal	orientations	with	
the	 other	 group.	 The	 development	 of	 the	 competencies,	 and	 their	 usage,	 will	 be	
discussed	further	in	the	next	chapter.	 	
	 200	
6 Cross-Case Analysis 
	
This	chapter	will	compare	the	two	case	studies	reported	in	chapters	4	and	5	for	the	use	
and	 development	 of	 different	 intercultural	 competencies.	 These	 competencies	 are	
categorised	 into	 four	 different	 clusters	 according	 to	 the	 Global	 People	 Competency	
Framework	 (GPCF).	 These	 clusters	 are	 Knowledge	 and	 ideas,	 Communication,	
Relationships,	and	Personal	qualities	and	dispositions	(see	Figure	6,	p57).	Each	of	these	
clusters	 will	 be	 explained	 in	 more	 detail	 in	 their	 respective	 sections	 below.	 The	
development	 of	 these	 competencies	 will	 also	 be	 considered	 according	 to	 the	 IC	
development	 model	 (Taylor,	 1994a),	 focussing	 on	 the	 Cultural	 Disequilibrium	 and	
Cognitive	Orientations	stages	(see	Figure	7,	p62).	These	two	stages	have	been	focussed	


























Study	One	Carl	and	Hitchens	had	 the	most	competencies	 that	were	relevant	 to	 them,	
whereas	Nathan	and	Edward	had	far	fewer.	In	contrast,	in	Case	Study	Two	there	was	a	
more	even	spread	of	the	participants	over	the	different	competencies.	However,	their	





























































Flexibility	 Carl,	Incident	Two	 Hitchens,	Incident	Two	 N/A	
	







and	 four	 in	 Taylor’s	 model	 for	 the	 development	 of	 intercultural	 competence	 (see	
Literature	Review	chapter,	Figure	7).		
	










then	 learning	 intercultural	 competencies.	 Indeed,	 Carl,	 who	 was	 one	 of	 the	 more	
involved	and	reflective	of	the	participants,	seemed	to	learn	very	little,	with	the	exception	
of	 self-awareness.	However,	 it	 also	 seemed	possible,	 in	 the	 case	of	Paul,	 to	not	 show	
evidence	of	reflection	but	still	learn	(in	the	case	of	stylistic	flexibility).	Similarly,	Hitchens	
did	not	provide	much	evidence	of	reflection	when	it	came	to	rapport	building,	but	his	








disagree	 without	 appearing	 petty.	 Carl	 did	 not	 have	 the	 repertoire	 to	 disagree	 in	 a	
different	way	at	the	time,	but	also	in	the	interview	he	did	not	know	how	he	could	have	























still	 evidence	 of	 learning)	 are	 more	 complex.	 For	 these	 situations	 there	 are	 two	
illustrative	incidents,	those	of	Paul	learning	stylistic	flexibility,	and	Hitchens	learning	to	
build	 rapport.	 Hitchens	 did	 not	 reflect	 on	 how	 or	why	 he	 increased	 his	 instances	 of	
rapport-related	communication	after	his	disagreement	with	Carl,	but	it	could	have	been	
a	response	 to	 the	disagreement,	after	understanding	how	Carl	 felt	about	how	he	had	
acted.	So	rather	than	understanding	that	developing	a	good	rapport	was	important	for	



















From	 the	 two	 case	 studies	 it	 is	 therefore	 possible	 to	 see	 a	 link,	 when	 it	 comes	 to	
development	according	 to	Taylor’s	model,	between	both	participation	and	 reflection,	
but	 there	 is	 not	 automatically	 a	 link	 between	 reflection	 and	 the	 development	 of	




that	 having	 a	 framework,	 either	 of	 prior	 experiences	 or	 from	elsewhere,	 can	help	 to	
guide	the	learning	of	intercultural	competencies.	It	is	also	evident	that	the	assessment	






























































































































































































































6.2 Competency Cluster One: Knowledge and Ideas 
	
Knowledge	and	ideas	is	a	competency	cluster	which	includes	being	open	to	new	ideas,	
taking	 into	 account	 different	 goals	 of	 those	 you	 are	 collaborating	 with,	 gathering	
information	about	 the	project	 and	 the	people	your	working	with,	 as	well	 as	 creating	
solutions	 to	 problems	 that	 incorporate	 the	 conceptual	 inputs	 of	 the	 different	























6.2.1 Goal Orientation 
	
There	were	challenges	for	the	students	in	both	groups	with	regard	to	Goal	Orientation,	





the	 overall	 goal	 for	 each	 student	was	 the	 same	 –	 they	 had	 to	 produce	 a	 report	 and	
presentation.	However,	 at	 a	more	detailed	 level,	 their	various	goal	orientations	were	
more	complex	than	the	similarities	in	their	overall	goals	for	the	project.	In	Case	Study	
Two,	there	is	evidence	that	their	goals	differed	in	individual	discussions	(see	Case	Study	
Two,	 Incident	One,	 section	5.3.1).	There	were	also	differences	among	 the	students	 in	
their	process	orientations,	that	is	to	say,	the	process	they	thought	would	be	best	for	them	
to	meet	their	goals	(see	Case	Study	One,	Incident	Two,	section	4.3.2).	Whilst	this	is	not	
specifically	 a	 Goal	 Orientation,	 understanding	 each	 other’s	 Process	 Orientations	 is	 a	
related	competence,	because	it	incorporates	learning	and	understanding	how	the	team	
members	aim	to	reach	their	goals.	











of	 Paul’s	 intentions.	 However,	 Chahel	 was	 operating	 at	 the	 initial	 stage	 of	 Goal	









In	 Case	 Study	 One,	 Carl	 and	 Hitchens	 had	 a	 prolonged	 disagreement	 over	 the	






their	 different	 procedural	 orientations	 in	 this	 incident.	 Their	 remedy	 following	 this	
incident	 was	 not	 to	 directly	 discuss	 their	 procedural	 orientations	 in	 subsequent	
discussions,	but	instead	to	clarify	and	check	meaning	more	frequently,	and	to	use	more	
rapport-related	communication	(see	Case	Study	One,	Incident	Two,	section	4.3.2).		
6.2.1.2 Similarities and differences between these two groups over competence usage 
	
Both	 groups	 encountered	 issues	 with	 their	 goal	 orientation,	 which	 could	 be	 more	






















6.2.1.3 Concluding comments on this competence 
	
One	 of	 the	 two	 contributions	 from	 this	 data	 that	 add	 to	 our	 understanding	 of	 Goal	
Orientation	is	that	a	shared	understanding	of	the	individual’s	process	orientation	is	just	
as	important	as	their	goal	orientation	itself.	The	second	contribution	is	that	one’s	goal	
orientation	 may	 not	 be	 pertinent	 to	 the	 entire	 project,	 but	 even	 to	 the	 goal	 of	 one	
conversation	or	period	during	a	meeting.	A	final	comment	on	the	development	of	this	





6.3 Competency Cluster Two: Communication 
	
During	 these	 two	 group	 projects,	 the	 intercultural	 competencies	 associated	 with	
communication	were	displayed	very	frequently	and	showed	greater	development	than	




became	 clear	 that	 for	 Building	 Shared	 Knowledge	 and	 Mutual	 Trust	 there	 was	 a	
subcategory	 relevant	 to	 this	 context,	Disclosure/Non-disclosure	 (discussed	 in	 section	
	 210	
6.3.3.3).	From	the	data	it	became	clear	that	each	of	these	competencies	had	links	with	

































Two	 also	 did	 (section	 5.3.2).	 However,	 each	 individual’s	 experience	 of	 the	 impact	 of	
language	 proficiency	was	 quite	 different	 due	 to	 the	 contextual	 circumstances	 of	 the	
group,	and	their	differing	levels	of	language	proficiency.		
	











surface-level	 of	 participation	 in	 the	 group	 discussions,	 which	 was	 the	 lowest	 in	 the	
group.170		
	










reflections	 on	 their	 experiences	were	more	 about	 other	 skills	 they	 could	 develop	 to	
compensate	 for	 their	 lower	 levels	 of	 English	 language	 ability.	 These	 included	Active	
listening	and	Achieving	mutual	understanding	(see	sections	6.3.2	&	6.3.3).	There	is	also	
the	issue	of	the	combination	of	lower	academic	ability	with	language	issues,	because	in	
their	 incidents	 (and	 particularly	 Devina’s)	 it	 is	 unclear	 whether	 the	 barrier	 to	
understanding	was	subject-related,	linguistic,	or	a	combination	of	the	two.		
	


























dismissive	 of	 the	 possibility	 (see	 section	 6.3.4.1).	 So	 even	within	 one	 individual,	 the	
attitudes	 towards	 language	 proficiency	 were	 not	 consistent,	 and	 depended	 on	 their	




6.3.1.3 Concluding comments on this competence 
	
There	 are	 two	 contributions	 of	 this	 competence	 towards	 our	 understanding	 of	
















to	 the	 project,	 so	 it	 is	 difficult	 to	 evaluate	 its	 impact	with	 any	 certainty.	 In	 contrast	
Devina’s	language	level	had	a	clear	impact	on	her	understanding	of	what	was	discussed	
and	 caused	 the	 others	 to	 dismiss	 her	 work	 without	 realising	 the	 cause	 of	 her	
misunderstanding.	 Alongside	 Devina’s	 language	 level,	 her	 ability	 to	 understand	 and	
participate	in	the	group	discussions	was	also	exacerbated	by	her	lower	academic	ability.	





























6.3.2.1 How the competence was displayed, and evidence of learning 
	
In	 Case	 Study	One	 there	was	 evidence	 that	 some	 of	 the	 students	missed	what	 other	
students	 were	 saying	 (see	 Case	 Study	 One,	 Incident	 One,	 section	 4.3.1).	 During	 this	













In	 Case	 Study	 One,	 the	 lack	 of	 active	 listening	 when	 negotiating	 task	 allocation	
contributed	to	a	disagreement	later	on	(see	Case	Study	One,	Incident	One,	section	4.3.1).	
In	 this	 instance	the	 lack	of	active	 listening	 led	to	a	 task	allocation	which	Carl	did	not	
agree	with,	although	he	decided	to	conceal	his	opposition	to	it	so	as	to	avoid	conflict.181	
However,	the	other	group	members	were	not	aware	that	Carl	was	unhappy	with	the	task	
allocation	 and	 so	 continued	 as	 normal.	 The	 learning	 from	 this	 incident	 by	 the	 other	
























online	posts.	From	this	 incident	Carl	said	 it	was	an	 interpretation	 issue	(and	Edward	
agreed),	or	rather	 that	 they	had	different	 interpretations	of	how	to	proceed	with	 the	
project. 188 	However,	 whilst	 they	 were	 able	 to	 perceive	 that	 they	 had	 different	
interpretations	of	how	to	do	the	work	(see	section	6.2.1),	they	did	not	reflect	on	how	
they	 could	 have	 behaved	 in	 order	 to	 have	 better	 understood	 these	 different	
interpretations	earlier,	and	thus	avoid	the	prolonged	disagreement.	In	this	instance,	the	














In	Case	Study	Two	Devina	was	not	 listening	actively	during	 the	discussion	 (see	Case	
Study	Two,	Incident	Two,	section	5.3.2),	and,	as	a	result,	this	led	to	her	sharing	work	that	
contradicted	the	aims	of	what	they	had	all	previously	discussed	(see	also	section	6.3.1).	
In	 her	 case,	 the	 other	 group	 members	 did	 not	 realise	 that	 she	 had	 misunderstood	
because	she	covered	up	her	misunderstanding,	and	acted	as	if	she	had	understood	the	
conversation.189	During	 the	 interview	 Devina	 revealed	 that	 the	 strategy	 she	 had	 for	
understanding	was	to	listen	passively	until	she	understood	the	discussion.190	However,	











6.3.2.2 Similarities and differences between these two groups over competence usage 
	
The	two	groups’	experiences	of	active	listening	were	quite	different	in	that	there	were	
clear	 instances	 for	all	of	 the	group	members	 in	Case	Study	One	where	 they	were	not	
listening	to	each	other.	In	Case	Study	Two,	however,	it	was	only	clear	in	some	instances	
that	Devina	was	not	listening	attentively	to	the	other	group	members.	The	other	group	
members	 in	 that	 group	 used	 more	 clarification	 checks	 (particularly	 Chahel,	 whose	
clarification	checks	served	to	help	the	others	as	well)192	and	did	not	seem	to	experience	
problems	due	to	a	 lack	of	attentive	 listening.	The	ramifications	of	this	 for	each	group	









Case	 Study	 One,	 Incident	 Two,	 section	 4.3.2).	 This	 contributed	 to	 the	 prolonged	
disagreement	 between	 Carl	 and	 Hitchens,	 which	 for	 a	 time	 took	 them	 away	 from	
working	on	the	project.	This	was	a	problem	because	they	were	the	most	involved	in	the	
model	development	and	 the	 task	discussion	more	generally.193	The	 incident	where	 it	
was	clear	that	Devina	had	not	fully	understood	the	nature	of	the	task	also	took	time	away	
from	other	aspects	of	the	work,	and	it	had	larger	ramifications	on	the	group’s	progress	
because	 Devina,	 already	 with	 the	 lowest	 surface	 participation	 levels,	 then	 also	 felt	
peripheral	to	the	group	decisions.	
	








being	 discussed.	 And,	 the	 consequences	 of	 her	 not	 understanding	 the	 task	 (they	
dismissed	 her	 work)	 contributed	 to	 her	 feeling	 excluded	 from	 the	 group	 decision-




















were	not	 actively	 listening	 to	 each	 other	 (see	Case	 Study	One,	 Incident	Two,	 section	
4.3.2).	 	 None	 of	 the	 students	 for	 whom	 this	 competence	 was	 relevant	 displayed	
significant	 learning	 or	 development.	 In	 some	 cases,	 contextual	 factors	 were	 used	 to	
explain	when	students	did	not	listen	or	fully	understand	and,	in	the	case	of	Devina	and	
Nathan,	 the	 students	used	passive	 strategies	 to	 try	 to	understand	what	 they	had	not	
immediately	grasped;	they	did	not	disclose	their	lack	of	understanding	to	the	others.	
	















However,	 in	 focusing	 too	much	on	 the	promotion	of	 the	discussion	he	was	unable	 to	
notice	where	Carl	had	volunteered	himself	for	work	in	the	negotiation	of	who	would	do	
which	task.195	In	the	second	incident,	in	Case	Study	One,	Edward	was	trying	to	resolve	






the	 competence,	 but	 Hitchens	 and	 Carl	 were	 not	 (or	 rather	 Carl	 tried	 to	 use	 it,	 but	




In	 Case	 Study	Two	 there	were	 several	 instances	 of	 Chahel	 engaging	 the	 other	 group	
members	in	order	to	build	a	mutual	understanding	of	the	different	sets	of	information	
that	were	 important	 to	 the	 development	 of	 the	 statistical	model.	 This	 built	 up	 to	 an	
important	moment	 in	 the	 later	 stages	of	 the	project	 (Case	Study	Two,	 Incident	Four,	
section	5.3.4)	where	 the	 students	had	had	a	 long	meeting	 trying	 to	decide	on	a	 final	
model	before	Chahel	had	suggested	delaying	the	decision	as	a	compromise,	but	Lazar	
then	asked	them	to	decide	at	the	meeting.	This	was	interesting	in	the	sense	of	developing	






In	 Case	 Study	 One,	 Edward	 was	 quite	 experienced	 at	 managing	 group	 projects	 and	
discussions,196	so	when	it	came	to	the	second	incident	where	he	had	to	inform	Carl	and	
Hitchens	 about	 how	 each	 was	 being	 perceived	 by	 the	 other,	 and	 also	 keep	 the	
reconciliation	 on	 track,	 Edward	 was	 using	 competencies	 that	 were	 already	 well-
developed.	That	is	to	say,	this	incident	(Case	Study	One,	Incident	Two,	section	4.3.2)	did	
not	challenge	his	capabilities.	However,	for	the	first	incident	Edward	had	not	been	aware	















For	 Lazar,	 he	 showed	 that	 he	was	 able	 to	 prioritise	when	 it	was	 important	 to	 build	
shared	knowledge,	and	when	it	was	important	to	prioritise	the	completion	of	a	certain	
task.	He	did	this	in	assuming	responsibility	for	the	model	development	during	and	after	
Incident	Four	 (see	Case	 Study	Two,	 section	5.2.3).	However,	 he	did	not	demonstrate	
learning	 in	 the	 ability	 to	make	 these	 decisions,	 only	 being	 driven	 by	 the	 contextual	
circumstances	 (time	 concerns),199	in	 his	 decision	 to	 assume	 more	 leadership	 in	 the	
model	 development	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 sharing	 knowledge	 on	 each	 stage	 of	 its	
development.		
6.3.3.2 Similarities and differences between these two groups over competence usage 
	
There	were	two	notable	similarities	between	both	groups	in	the	use	of	this	competence	
of	 building	 shared	 knowledge.	 The	 first	 is	 that	 there	 is	 very	 little	 evidence	 of	








shared	 knowledge,	 which	 is	 linked	 to	 language	 proficiency	 and	 the	 experiences	 of	
Nathan	 and	 Devina.	 These	 students	 asked	 the	 fewest	 clarifying	 questions	 in	 their	
group,200	and	they	also	had	passive	strategies	for	trying	to	understand	what	was	being	
discussed.201	It	 is	possible	 that	 the	 task	of	building	mutual	understanding	was	also	a	
competence	 that	 they	 needed	 to	 develop,	 alongside	 active	 listening	 and	 language	










task	 of	 achieving	 mutual	 understanding	 and	 building	 shared	 knowledge,	 then	 the	
students	with	 lower	 English	 language	 proficiency	may	 not	 have	 had	 comprehension	
issues	to	the	extent	that	they	did.		











non-disclosure.	 In	 intercultural	 situations,	 the	 ability	 to	 judge	 appropriately	when	 to	
disclose	or	conceal	something	that	could	change	the	dynamic	is	very	important.	People	
from	 different	 backgrounds	 may	 have	 different	 norms	 when	 it	 comes	 to	 what	 is	
appropriate	to	disclose	or	conceal,	the	appropriate	level	of	this	action,	and	how	directly	
to	do	so.		





this	 second	 instance	 there	 were	 various	 acts	 of	 disclosure	 and	 non-disclosure.	 The	





affected	 how	 he	 came	 across,203	and	 Carl	 concealed	 the	 fact	 that	 he	 did	 not	 believe	
Hitchens.204		
	




before	 the	 end	 of	 the	meeting.	 Chahel,	 once	 Lazar	 had	 pushed	 them	 to	 decide,	 was	
privately	relieved	because	he	felt	that	finally	someone	else	was	sharing	the	leadership	




























the	 task	 allocation.	 As	 discussed	 in	 section	 6.3.4,	 he	 could	 not	 conceive	 of	 a	 way	 to	
disagree	 that	would	 not	 have	 resulted	 in	 squabbling.	 Then,	when	 he	 disagreed	with	
Hitchens	online,	he	did	not	seem	to	be	concerned	about	whether	his	disagreement	would	
exacerbate	 their	 progress.	 However,	 in	 the	 second	 incident	 there	 was	 development	
within	 the	 incident	 itself	where	Carl	 learnt	 to	 exercise	more	 judgement.	Carl	did	not	









disclosure	 and	 non-disclosure,	 there	 is	 less	 evidence	 of	 development	 or	 of	
understanding	of	when	to	disclose	or	conceal.	However,	from	their	interview	comments,	
it	was	evident	that	their	feelings	at	the	time	were	important	to	them,	yet	neither	Chahel	






for	 the	 teamwork	 aspect	 of	 the	 presentation. 213 	At	 this	 point	 the	 contextual	


















that	 their	actions	concealed	what	 they	really	 thought	at	 the	time.	 In	Case	Study	Two,	
although	the	students	revealed	what	they	were	concealing	during	the	interviews,	what	
they	concealed	was	primarily	their	general	impressions	of	the	progress	of	the	project	
(lack	 of	 progress,	 shared	 leadership	 burden,	 feeling	 apart	 from	group	decisions).	 So,	
there	was	not	a	specific	moment	where	the	students	felt	they	should	have	said	or	done	
something	differently.	Part	of	the	reason	for	this	could	be	explained	by	the	fact	that	in	
Case	 Study	 Two	 their	 non-disclosures	 were	 not	 challenged	 during	 the	 project	
discussions.	 In	 contrast,	 Hitchens	 and	 Carl	 challenged	 each	 other	 through	 their	
subsequent	 actions,	 and	 through	 this	 caused	 them	 to	 reconsider	 what	 they	 had	
concealed.				
6.3.3.4 Concluding comments on Building Shared Knowledge and Mutual Trust, and the 
aspect of Disclosure/Non-Disclosure 
	
There	 are	 several	 contributions	 that	 the	 data	 makes	 to	 our	 understanding	 of	 this	
competence.	The	first	 is	that	Building	Shared	Knowledge	and	Mutual	Trust,	 like	Active	
Listening,	 was	 a	 competence	 that	 was	 very	 important	 to	 the	 group	 processes,	












decisions	 about	 sharing	with	 the	 group.	 In	 both	 groups,	 the	 task	 of	 building	 shared	
knowledge	was	centralised	to	the	manager/leaders	of	the	group,	and	it	is	possible	that	
the	groups	would	have	benefitted	 from	dispersing	 this	 task	more	evenly	 to	all	of	 the	
members	of	the	group.	
	
On	 Disclosure/Non-disclosure	 specifically,	 there	 were	 three	 salient	 features	 to	 this	
competence	 from	 the	 data	 that	 contribute	 to	 our	 overall	 understanding	 of	 Building	
Shared	Knowledge	and	Mutual	Trust.	The	first	was	that	the	students	who	remembered	
specific	moments	of	when	they	chose	to	disclose	or	conceal	were	better	able	to	reflect	
and	develop	 in	this	area.	The	second	feature	 is	 that	those	students	who	remembered	











6.3.4 Stylistic Flexibility 
	
This	 is	 the	 competence	 of	 using	 different	 styles	 of	 communication	 to	 suit	 different	
purposes	and	in	a	variety	of	contexts	(e.g.	formal/social,	face-to-face/online).	During	the	
course	of	their	projects,	the	need	to	develop	stylistic	flexibility	became	significant	for	
several	students	 in	both	of	the	groups.	 It	applied	to	the	ability	to	disagree,	 to	explain	
clearly	to	others,	and	to	use	rapport-related	communication	effectively.	
















and	 patronising. 216 	However,	 Hitchens	 was	 not	 aware	 of	 the	 effect	 of	 his	 language	
choices	until	Carl	had	pointed	it	out	to	him.	Hitchens’	language	difficulties	were	complex.	
Hitchens	 appeared	 to	 be	 fluent	 in	 English;	 however,	 he	 admitted	 to	 having	 language	
issues	after	his	disagreement	with	Carl	(see	Case	Study	One,	Incident	Two,	section	4.3.2).	








the	 two	 is	 fuzzy.	 One’s	 ability	 to	 use	 language	 to	 suit	 different	 purposes	 could	 be	
constrained	 by	 language	 proficiency,	 or	 a	 lack	 of	 experience	 in	 using	 language	 in	
different	contexts,	or	both.	For	Hitchens,	there	were	clearer	indications	of	development	
























he	 could	 not	 consider	 different	 ways	 of	 disagreeing	 with	 Hitchens.	 Moreover,	 he	
expected	Hitchens	 to	 be	 the	 one	 adapting	 his	 language,	 but	 not	 himself.	Hitchens,	 in	
contrast,	 became	 more	 aware	 of	 his	 language	 choices	 during	 the	 project. 223 	Paul’s	
learning	 was	 somewhere	 in	 between	 these	 two.	 He	 showed	 through	 the	 project	 a	
development	 in	 his	 ability	 to	 adapt	 how	 he	 explained	 his	work	 so	 that	 it	 was	more	
comprehensible	 to	 the	 others	 (see	 Case	 Study	 Two,	 Incident	 Five,	 section	 5.3.5).	
However,	 he	 did	 not	 discuss	 this	 during	 the	 interview	 if	 he	 understood	 that	 he	 had	
developed	this	ability,	even	though	it	is	evident	in	the	meeting	data.	




one’s	 stylistic	 flexibility.	 For	 Paul,	 the	 cultural	 difference	 that	 he	 had	with	 the	 other	
students	was	 his	 academic	 disciplinary	 background,	 as	 a	 pure	mathematician	 rather	
than	as	a	statistician,	which	both	he	and	his	group	members	recognised	as	creating	a	












more	 used	 to	 communicating	 in	 a	 direct	 style,	 and	 sometimes	 he	 translated	 phrases	
directly	from	Greek,	without	considering	if	they	had	the	same	meaning	in	English.	This	
could	 be	 particularly	 important	 if	 someone	 wants	 to	 contribute	 to	 a	 fast-moving	
discussion	and	does	not	have	time	to	consider	their	phrasing	in	detail	before	speaking.	
However,	 although	 the	 type	 of	 cultural	 background	 was	 important,	 it	 is	 clear	 that	
previous	experience	was	an	important	factor	for	both	of	the	students	in	terms	of	their	
ability	to	communicate.	In	fact,	Carl’s	lack	of	multicultural	experience228	prevented	him	
from	 understanding	 that	 Hitchens’	 intent	 could	 have	 been	 different	 to	 how	 he	
interpreted	 it	 (see	 section	 6.5.1).	 In	 their	 group’s	 second	 incident	 Hitchens	 saw	 his	














not	 take	on	 the	challenge	of	 trying	 to	disagree	with	Hitchens	over	 the	role	allocation	














it	 can	 also	 be	 discipline	 based.	 Previous	 experiences,	 cultural	 background	 (such	 as	
academic	discipline)	and	language	background	were	also	shown	to	an	impact	on	stylistic	






through	 them.	 Avoiding	 the	 situations	 that	 they	 found	 challenging	meant	 that	 those	
students	did	not	test	their	skills,	and	so	did	not	develop	ICs	from	the	experiences.	




























flexibility	 engaged	 with	 the	 challenge	 and	 developed	 in	 this	 skill.	 In	 contrast,	 the	
students	who	did	not	engage	with	this	challenge,	or	who	were	unaware	of	the	need	to	
develop,	 did	 not.	 From	 this	 data	 it	 is	 evident	 that	 intercultural	 communicative	
competencies,	and	how	use	them	to	communicate	in	multicultural	teams,	are	incredibly	




6.4 Competency Cluster Three: Relationships 
	
Cohesion	 between	 team	 members	 is	 essential	 for	 the	 team	 to	 be	 successful.	 In	 the	
relationships	cluster	are	the	competencies	that	can	improve	team	cohesion	(see	Table	
65).	Within	 this	 GPCF	 competency	 cluster	 are	 the	 competencies	 of	Rapport	 building,	
which	is	the	ability	to	build	a	good	rapport	within	a	team,	and	Interpersonal	attentiveness,	
which	 is	 the	 ability	 to	 nurture	 relationships	 through	 paying	 attention	 to	 people’s	
personal	 sensitivities.	These	 two	competencies	are	 interrelated,	as	an	action	 to	build	
rapport	could	also	be	one	that	uses	the	competence	of	Interpersonal	attentiveness.	In	the	
data,	Rapport	building	(and	 lack	of	 it)	was	evident	 in	the	 inductive	coding.230	Rapport	

























6.4.1.1 Interpersonal Attentiveness and Rapport Building 
	
Interpersonal	attentiveness	 is	a	competence	whereby	the	participants	pay	attention	to	








6.4.1.2 How the competence was displayed, and evidence of learning 
	
The	 two	 groups	 had	 quite	 different	 trajectories	 when	 it	 came	 to	 interpersonal	





















































































distanced	 from	 the	 decision-making	 process,	 she	 did	 not	 appear	 to	 have	 a	 strong	
emotional	 reaction	 against	 it.	 This	 could	 be	 because	 the	 group	 engaged	 in	 rapport	
building	 from	 the	 start	 of	 the	 project,	 and	 even	 though	 she	 did	 not	 feel	 part	 of	 the	
decision-making	of	the	team,	she	felt	part	of	the	team	in	other	ways.		
	










build	rapport	after	 the	disagreement.	 In	Case	Study	Two,	 interpersonal	attentiveness	
was	not	such	an	issue	since	the	group	members	each	had	built	a	good	rapport	from	the	




























received,	 even	when	 the	 intent	 is	 neutral.	 If	 the	 group	 had	 failed	 to	 build	 sufficient	
rapport	before	this	occurred,	then	disagreements	could	become	interpersonal	conflicts.		
6.5 Competency Cluster Four: Personal Qualities and Dispositions 
	
Personal	 Qualities	 and	 Dispositions	 is	 a	 competence	 cluster	 that	 focuses	 on	 people’s	




















Self-awareness	 incorporates	 an	 awareness	 of	 how	 one’s	 own	 behaviour	 may	 seem	
strange	or	unfamiliar	to	others.	It	is	also	the	competence	related	to	understanding	how	
others	 interpret	 one’s	 communication	 or	 behaviour.	 Self-awareness	 is	 a	 competence	
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that	threads	through	the	competencies	analysed	above.	It	is	relevant	to	Goal	orientation,	
Language	 proficiency,	 Stylistic	 flexibility	 and	 Interpersonal	 attentiveness.	 As	 such,	
isolating	the	display	and	development	of	this	competence	is	challenging	because	it	is	so	
often	linked	to	other	competencies.		


























in	 the	way	Carl	was	perceiving	him.	So,	 for	Carl	 there	was	some	development	 in	 this	






and	one	 involving	Lazar.	Over	 the	course	of	 the	project	Chahel	was	aware	of	how	he	
could	 come	 across	 during	 the	meetings	 and	 online,	 and	worried	 about	 irritating	 the	
other	students.250	He	did	not	learn	this	during	the	project,	but	had	observed	it	previously,	
and	was	now	experimenting	with	it	himself.	In	that	sense	the	project	did	not	raise	his	












have	been	 too	 technical.	 In	 this	 instance	Lazar	did	give	evidence	of	 learning	 through	
reflection.	












he	 was	 not	 aware	 that	 he	 came	 across	 as	 someone	 who	 was	 controlling	 the	 model	
development	process.		
6.5.1.3 Concluding comments on this competence 
	































deemed	 arrogant	 and	 patronising. 252 	In	 their	 interviews	 neither	 student	 expressed	














not	 change.	 It	 could	 be	 that,	 even	 though	 the	 nature	 of	 their	 project	 was	 to	 induce	
uncertainty	about	their	statistical	decisions,	the	students	were	still	used	to	the	“right	or	





the	 same	 competence.	 Instead,	 it	 may	 be	 more	 likely	 that	 Carl	 and	 Hitchens’	
disagreement	 caused	 them	 to	 become	 entrenched	 in	 their	 positions,	 and	 that	 their	
inflexibility	grew	from	that	context.	
6.5.3 Concluding Comments on this Cluster 
	


























Knowledge	 and	 Trust	 were	 linked	when	 it	 came	 to	 the	 students	 understanding	 each	
other’s	work.	Nathan	and	Devina’s	 low	ability	 in	Active	 listening	meant	that	 they	also	
struggled	to	achieve	mutual	understanding	(an	aspect	of	Building	shared	knowledge	and	
mutual	 trust)	 on	 various	 aspects	 of	 the	 project.	 Two	 other	 competencies	 that	 were	
linked	 were	 Stylistic	 flexibility	 and	 Language	 proficiency,	 where	 the	 boundary	 for	
Hitchens	between	being	at	a	high	enough	level	in	the	language	and	being	able	to	adjust	
his	language	appropriately	co-occurred.	These	instances,	amongst	many	others,	of	the	
interrelation	 between	 the	 different	 competencies	 have	 several	 implications	 for	




Language	Proficiency	and	Stylistic	Flexibility	 can	be	difficult.	A	 third	aspect	 is	 the	 link	
between	the	competencies	and	the	context.	The	Case	Study	chapters	showed	that	the	
students	who	struggled	with	the	context’s	academic	subject	matter	and	the	 language,	
were	 also	 the	 ones	 who	 showed	 the	 least	 evidence	 of	 development	 of	 intercultural	
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cluster	 that	 was	 relevant	 (both	 in	 display	 of	 the	 competencies,	 and	 in	 terms	 of	
development)	 was	 the	 Communication	 cluster.	 In	 this	 cluster	 there	 was	 the	 initial	
threshold	competency	of	English	language	proficiency,	which	then	served	as	a	gateway	
for	some	students	in	whether	or	not	they	developed	other	competencies.	Also,	within	
this	 cluster	 was	 the	 new	 aspect	 Building	 Shared	 Knowledge	 and	 Mutual	 Trust,	




to	 develop	 them.	 The	 clusters	 Knowledge	 and	 ideas	 and	 Personal	 qualities	 and	
dispositions	each	had	one	competence	that	was	displayed	and,	to	some	extent,	developed	
through	the	project.	In	these	instances	(and	the	instances	from	the	other	clusters)	the	











7 Discussion Chapter 
	
There	are	four	main	parts	to	this	chapter.	In	the	first	part	I	restate	the	research	questions,	
and	 explain	where	 they	will	 be	 answered,	 or	 if	 they	 have	 been	 already.	 Then	 I	 will	
answer	 the	 first	 research	question	 in	 the	second	part,	which	relates	 to	how	students	
behave	during	multicultural	teamwork	projects.	In	the	third	part	of	this	chapter	I	will	
answer	the	second	research	question,	which	pertains	to	IC	development	from	teamwork	
experiences.	 In	 the	 fourth	 part	 of	 this	 chapter	 I	 will	 consider	 the	 limitations	 of	 this	
research.	This	chapter	will	place	the	results	and	analyses	of	the	preceding	chapters	into	
the	wider	context	of	 research	 into	developing	 intercultural	 competencies	 in	 students	
through	 teamwork,	 both	 in	 terms	 of	 the	 practical	 implications	 for	 teaching,	 and	 the	
theoretical	 implications	 for	 future	 research	 in	 this	 area.	 It	 will	 suggest	 where	 this	
research	makes	contributions	to	our	understanding	of	the	development	of	intercultural	
competencies	and	our	understanding	of	student	group	work	processes.		





experiences.	This	 led	 to	 two	research	questions.	The	 first	question	 (below)	was	very	
open	 because	 previous	 research	 in	 this	 area	 had	 relied	 on	 self-reports	 and	 had	 not	
explored	the	actual	processes	of	group	work.		
	



























In	 the	 following	 sections	 I	 consider	 the	 findings	 from	 my	 data	 in	 relation	 to	 these	
questions.		
7.2 RQ1: Students’ Behaviour in Multicultural Projects 
	
This	 section	 answers	 the	 first	 research	 question,	 considering	 how	 students	 act	 in	









why	 this	 is	 or	 may	 be	 the	 case.	 Then	 I	 will	 consider	 the	 pedagogic	 or	 research	
implications	of	these	findings.	
7.2.1 Attitudes and Preconceived Notions towards Group Work 
	
In	 the	 literature	 on	 students	 working	 in	 multicultural	 teams,	 there	 were	 three	 key	
themes	within	the	research	that	were	also	found	in	my	data.	These	are	what	students	










Both	 Volet	 and	 Ang	 (1998)	 and	 Turner	 (2009)	 found	 that	 students’	 views	 towards	
working	in	multicultural	teams	did	not	seem	to	change	after	group	work	experiences	(i.e.	
they	 remained	 either	 negative,	 neutral	 or	 positive).	 In	 contrast	 to	 this,	 my	 research	
found	that	some	of	the	students	did	change	their	views	towards	teamwork;	however,	it	
depended	 on	 the	 extent	 of	 the	 challenges	 that	 they	 faced, 255 	their	 surface	 levels	 of	
participation,256	and	how	much	they	were	able	to	reflect	on	their	experiences	(see	Cross-
Case	 Analysis,	 section	 6.1).	 These	 contextual	 factors	 should	 be	 considered	 when	
surveying	 students	 about	 the	 extent	 to	 which	 their	 views	 changed.	 The	 pedagogic	
implication	of	the	previous	research	combined	with	this	research	is	that	students	should	
be	 provided	with	 the	 opportunity	 to	work	 on	 various	 teamwork	 projects	 during	 the	
course	of	their	degree,	because	the	contextual	factors	above	could	limit	learning	from	
just	 one	 teamwork	 project	 experience.	 It	 also	 shows	 the	 importance	 of	 encouraging	
reflection	on	teamwork	processes	and	making	students	aware	of	the	different	factors	
that	could	affect	their	participation.		














did	 take	 place	 during	 a	 misunderstanding	 that	 was	 influenced	 by	 intercultural	
communication	 issues.259	One	skill	 that	 in	previous	 research	 is	positively	 linked	with	



















needed	to	develop	 in	order	 to	 improve	their	 teamwork	performance.	Other	research,	
which	 asked	 students	 which	 skills	 they	 value,	 does	 not	 shine	 a	 light	 on	 students’	
awareness	of	potential	areas	to	improve.	This	is	problematic,	but	also	a	very	important	











7.2.1.3 Preferences for working in teams that are more or less diverse 
	
Much	research	has	highlighted	the	fact	that	students	tend	to	prefer	working	with	other	




the	 teams	 they	were	 put	 in,	 so	 their	 preferences	were	 not	 evident	 in	 team	member	
selection.	 Some	 students	 did	 raise	 concerns	 about	 working	 with	 students	 of	 lower	




homogenous	 teams	 in	 the	sense	 that	 ‘culture’	 is	problematised	by	Paul’s	 role	 in	Case	
Study	Two.	Although	he	was	from	the	same	national	background	as	Chahel,	he	was	from	





he	 spoke	 English,	 and	 how	 Hitchens	 spoke	 English.	 The	 implication	 of	 this	 is	 that	
research	should	not	only	look	at	the	cultural	boundaries	that	the	students	are	aware	of,	
but	also	of	those	that	they	may	not	accept,	or	even	conceive	of,	as	cultural	differences.		
7.2.2 RQ1b: In what ways and to what extent were the observed experiences of 
students similar to those in self-reporting research? 
	
One	 important	 research	 finding	by	Schnurr	 and	Zayts	 (2013)	 is	 that	 self-reports	 can	
contradict	 process	 data.	 Contradiction	 is	 quite	 a	 strong	 phrasing,	 because	 in	 reality	















except	 Lazar.	 Indeed,	 there	 were	 instances	 to	 the	 contrary,	 where	 students	 were	
accepting	 of	 other	 students	 not	 spending	 time	 on	 the	 project	 if	 they	 had	 other	







even	 though	 it	 is	understood	as	 a	desire	not	 to	work.	To	 illustrate	 this,	 consider	 the	
example	of	Devina	in	Incident	Two,	where	she	struggled	to	understand	what	was	being	
demanded	of	her,	and	then	the	others	dismissed	the	work	she	produced.	She	commented	















7.2.2.2 English language Skills 
	
English	language	proficiency	is	an	important	aspect	of	working	in	multicultural	teams.	





goodwill	when	 the	 linguistic	 difficulties	 of	 an	L2	 speaker	were	more	obvious,	 yet	 he	
found	it	difficult	to	countenance	linguistic	difficulties	as	a	factor	in	miscommunication	
with	a	more	fluent-seeming	L2	speaker.	So	clearly	in	this	instance	there	was	a	student	










when	 they	 did	 not	 understand	 the	 group	 conversation	 was	 to	 stay	 silent	 until	 the	
meaning	 became	 clear. 269 	Devina	 did	 feel	 excluded	 from	 group	 processes,	 but	 her	
strategy	for	comprehending	the	conversation	excluded	her	further	because	it	limited	her	
surface-level	 participation	 (staying	 silent	 to	 understand	 rather	 than	 taking	 part	 and	












7.2.2.3 Dominant group members and communication 
	
There	has	not	been	much	research	into	understanding	and	sharing	group	goals,	although	






This	 requires	more	 planning	 discussion	 in	 the	 initial	 stages	 (something	 that	may	 be	





the	 sub-section	 above,	 the	 strategies	 that	 the	 less	 active	 group	 members	 used	 (i.e.	
remaining	 silent)	 did	 not	 facilitate	 their	 inclusion	 in	 group	 processes,	 nor	 did	 it	
discourage	the	dominant	students	from	being	less	dominant.	Additional	complexity	to	
this	 finding	 comes	 from	 the	multifaceted	 reasons	 why	 some	 students	 may	 be	more	
dominant	 than	others,	 such	as	 their	higher	academic	ability,270	linguistic	ability,271	or	
preparedness	 for	 the	discussion	 in	meetings.272	Each	of	 these	needs	 to	be	considered	
within	the	theme	of	dominant	participants	in	future	student	teamwork	project	research	
in	order	to	better	understand	this	phenomenon.	Students	also	need	to	be	prepared	for	











contexts.	 This	 is	 problematic	 in	 the	 first	 instance	 because	 one’s	 perception	 of	 what	
“conflict”	is	could	be	dependent	on	cultural	background,	although	the	participants	in	the	
“conflict”	may	not	be	aware	of	 this.	 In	my	research	data	neither	of	 the	students	 from	







what	 they	define	as	conflict.	 In	 terms	of	 research,	 it	 is	 clear	 that	 conflict	needs	 to	be	
conceptualised	more	clearly,	and	that	the	effects	of	conflict	should	not	be	explored	solely	
as	a	cause	of	 lower	surface	participation	 levels,	but	 for	 its	other	effects	on	teamwork	
processes.			
7.2.2.4 Opposing negative perceptions in intercultural group work 
	
Turner	 (2009)	 quite	 usefully	 highlights	 the	 opposing	 negative	 perceptions	 shared	

















it	 could	 be	 that	 students	 were	 primed	 to	 view	 their	 differences	 according	 to	 these	
categories.	In	my	data,	however,	the	students	were	not	primed	to	think	according	to	such	
categories	 (or	 indeed	 any	 at	 all),	 so	 the	 mutual	 misconceptions	 were	 evident	 even	
between	 more	 culturally	 homogeneous	 participants.	 The	 implications	 of	 this	 are	
twofold:	 the	 first	 is	 how	 students	 are	 taught	 about	 culture	 before	 embarking	 on	
teamwork	 projects	 needs	 to	 be	 considered,	 and	 the	 second	 the	 importance	 of	 using	
process	data	to	understand	the	complexity	of	group	processes	needs	to	be	recognised.	
These	 reveal	more	 than	 the	 self-reports	 about	 the	misconceptions	different	 students	
may	share	during	teamwork	projects	found	in	previous	research.	
7.2.3 Other Contextual Factors in Group Work Projects 
	
In	this	section	the	other	contextual	factors	that	could	influence	group	work	projects	will	
be	 considered.	 These	 will	 include	 multi-level	 diversity,	 student	 life	 outside	 of	 the	
teamwork	project,	assessment	and	institutional	support.		
7.2.3.1 Multi-level diversity 
	





statistics).	He	encountered	challenges	 in	expressing	himself	 in	ways	 that	enabled	 the	
other	 students	 to	 understand	 his	 points. 274 	This	 difference	 may	 not	 be	 relevant	 to	
contexts	where	 the	 students	 are	 from	 the	 same	disciplinary	 culture,	 but	 this	 type	 of	
collaboration	does	encourage	students	 to	 think	differently	about	 their	own	discipline	
compared	to	others.	It	also	could	prepare	them	for	more	real-world	applications,	where	
they	may	work	in	teams	with	people	from	different	professional	backgrounds.	As	such,	







7.2.3.2 Students’ lives outside of the group work project 
	
D'Alessandro	and	Volet	(2012)	found	that	factors	outside	of	a	group	work	project	could	





(Incident	 Two,	 section	 4.3.2)	where	 Carl’s	 night	with	 his	 friends	was	 interrupted	 by	
Hitchens	on	Facebook	having	an	influence	on	how	he	responded	to	Hitchens’	posts.275	
At	 the	 same	 time,	Nathan	was	 also	out	with	 friends,	which	 affected	his	 participation	
differently,	in	that	he	did	not	participate	in	the	online	discussion	at	all.276	Working	at	odd	
hours,	 and	 having	 contextual	 circumstances	 that	 may	 affect	 your	 participation	 are	
important	aspects	 to	be	aware	of	when	working	 in	a	group	project,	both	 in	 terms	of	




simulate	 in	a	 campus	environment,	but	 it	 seems	 that	 the	 students	 (at	 least	 from	 this	
research)	will	do	this	anyway,	so	some	instruction	in	this	could	be	useful	for	students.	
7.2.3.3 Institutional support 
	
Several	 researchers	 have	 called	 for	 students	 to	 be	 taught	 about	 teamwork	 prior	 to	
embarking	on	 teamwork	projects	 (De	Hei	et	al.,	2014;	Orr,	2010;	Snyder,	2008).	The	
implications	of	the	discussion	of	the	various	aspects	of	teamwork	above	support	this,	as	
will	 the	 discussion	 of	 intercultural	 competencies	 below.	 However,	 another	 aspect	 of	
institutional	support	 that	requires	 further	research	and	pedagogic	 focus	 is	 the	use	of	
reflection	in	order	to	turn	the	students’	teamwork	experiences	into	learning	(Boud	et	al.,	
1985;	Reid	&	Garson,	2016).	Reflection	is	a	complex	process	(see	Methodology	chapter,	
section	 3.2.4.1),	 and	 the	 findings	 from	 my	 research	 indicate	 that	 both	 the	 level	 of	
reflection	and	the	extent	of	learning	when	given	the	opportunity	to	reflect	are	subjective	



























































































































































































































































































7.3 Results for Research Question 2: In what ways does teamwork promote the 





the	development	of	 IC	 in	 this	context.	As	was	discussed	 in	 the	Research	Context	(see	
section	1.1	of	the	Introduction	chapter),	intercultural	teamwork	assignments	have	the	
aim	 of	 encouraging	 students	 to	 develop	 their	 collaborative	 skills	 for	 working	 in	
multicultural	teams.	In	the	preceding	chapters	the	development	of	IC	was	analysed	in	
both	of	the	cases	using	the	GPCF	and	Taylor’s	model,	and	then	the	cases	were	compared	
with	 each	 other.	 The	 subsections	 below	 will	 look	 at	 the	 different	 aspects	 of	 the	
development	 of	 IC	 and	 try	 to	 answer	 the	 subsidiary	 research	 questions	 below	 and	
consider	the	research	and	pedagogic	implications	of	these	answers.	









turns	 experience	 into	 learning,	 so	 not	 only	 is	 the	 identification	 of	 an	 incident	 as	
meaningful	 required	 to	encourage	 the	development	of	 ICs;	but	also	 that	 the	students	





these	 students	 found	 the	 incident	meaningful,	whereas	Nathan,	who	was	 also	 in	 the	
group,	found	it	less	meaningful,	and	there	was	less	evidence	of	developing	IC	when	he	

















This	 relates	 to	another	 factor	 that	 can	encourage	 the	development	of	 IC	 for	 students	
working	in	intercultural	teamwork	projects	–	institutional	support.	Multiple	researchers	
in	 other	 contexts	 have	 found	 that	 the	 development	 of	 IC	 is	 limited	 by	 institutional	
support	(Koskinen,	2005;	Koskinen	&	Tossavainen,	2003;	Lázár,	2015).	In	the	research	
by	Lázár	(2015),	it	was	found	that	students	showed	more	evidence	of	IC	development	
once	 they	 were	 taught	 specific	 communication	 patterns	 to	 help	 facilitate	 their	
discussions	with	 people	 from	 different	 cultures.	 Similarly,	 the	 research	 by	 Koskinen	
(2005)	 and	 Koskinen	 and	 Tossavainen	 (2003)	 found	 that	 the	 development	 of	 IC	 in	
nurses	who	were	doing	cross-cultural	exchanges	was	limited	by	the	extent	to	which	the	




7.3.1.1 Other aspects of IC development not covered by the Taylor 
	
One	clear	aspect	from	the	data	is	that	development	can	be	triggered	by	incidents,	and	































7.3.3 How, and to what extent, is the GCPF a valuable framework for exploring the 








The	 GPCF	 provided	 useful	 conceptualisations	 of	 the	 different	 competencies	 that	 the	













as	 an	 awareness	 of	 issues	 that	 need	 to	 be	 negotiated	 when	 there	 are	 parties	 with	
differing	 goal	 orientations.	 In	 the	 context	 of	 a	 student	 teamwork	 project,	 the	 goal	
orientation	was	more	straightforward	because	the	lecturer	set	the	goal	for	the	students	



























that	 were	 relevant	 to	 almost	 all	 of	 the	 participants.	 Language	 Adjustment,	 Active	
listening	&	Attuning,	which	concern	the	ability	to	achieve	mutual	understanding,	were	
all	 relevant	 to	 the	students’	experiences	during	 the	project.279	The	evidence	 from	the	
data	 is	 that	 the	 employment	 and	 development	 of	 these	 competencies	 did	 not	 differ	
greatly	 from	how	 they	 are	 conceptualised	 in	 the	GPCF.	That	 said,	 even	 though	 these	












Building	 shared	 knowledge	 and	 mutual	 trust	 was	 another	 competence	 that	 was	
important	to	the	teamwork	projects.	There	was	a	lot	of	knowledge	and	information	that	
the	students	had	to	share	when	developing	the	model,	as	well	as	sharing	their	opinions	























Stylistic	 flexibility	 is	 the	 final	 communicative	 competence	 that	 was	 relevant	 in	 the	
analysis	of	the	two	case	studies.	It	concerns	the	ability	to	adjust	one’s	style	of	speaking	
appropriately	 to	 the	context.	 In	 this	data	 it	was	apparent	 that	 stylistic	 flexibility	was	
linked	 with	 language	 proficiency.	 For	 example,	 it	 is	 difficult	 to	 discern	 whether	 the	
troubles	Hitchens	encountered	in	communicating	during	Case	Study	One	(Incident	Two,	
section	4.3.2)	were	due	to	problems	of	language	proficiency	or	lack	of	stylistic	flexibility.	
There	 is	 an	 inherent	 link	 between	 the	 two,	 because	 presumably	 a	 higher	 level	 of	
language	proficiency	would	also	(although	not	definitely)	be	correlated	with	an	ability	
to	 communicate	 in	 a	 range	 of	 styles,	 and	with	 a	 broader	 communicative	 repertoire.	
However,	this	is	not	a	definitive	link;	for	example,	Carl,	a	fluent	native	English	speaker,	
also	encountered	challenges	 in	adjusting	his	communicative	style	when	he	wanted	to	
disagree	 with	 Hitchens	 over	 task	 allocation. 281 	Similarly,	 in	 Case	 Study	 Two,	 Paul	
encountered	 problems	 in	 expressing	 his	 thoughts	 in	 a	 style	 that	 the	 other	 group	
members	 could	 understand	 due	 to	 coming	 from	 a	 different	 disciplinary	 background,	
even	 though	 he	was	 also	 a	 native	 English	 speaker.282	So,	whilst	 there	may	 be	 a	 link	
between	 language	 proficiency	 and	 stylistic	 flexibility,	 it	 is	 a	 competence	 that	 was	







7.3.3.3 Relationships cluster 
	
Within	the	relationships	cluster,	the	most	relevant	competence	for	the	students,	in	terms	
of	 where	 there	 was	 some	 development,	 was	 Interpersonal	 attentiveness.	 Rapport	
Building	was	also	relevant	to	their	projects	but	with	less	evidence	of	development.	The	
other	competencies	within	this	cluster	were	also	relevant,	but	to	a	more	limited	extent	









investigate	why	 a	 participant’s	 reflections	 on	 rapport	 incidents	 are	 not	 immediately	
linked	to	rapport	itself.	There	are	two	main	pedagogic	implications	for	this.	The	first	is	




rapport.	However,	Case	Study	One	 showed	 that	 the	 lack	of	 rapport	building	early	on	
exacerbated	later	disagreements.	
7.3.3.4 Personal qualities and dispositions cluster 
	
Not	 all	 of	 the	 Personal	 Qualities	 and	Dispositions	 from	 the	 GPCF	were	 applicable	 or	
evident	 in	 the	 different	 incidents	 from	 the	 two	 case	 studies.	 The	 main	 three	
competencies	 that	 were	 present	 in	 the	 data	 were	 Self-awareness,	 Flexibility	 and	
Acceptance.	Of	these,	Self-acceptance	was	the	most	commonly	occurring	competency	as	














Two,	 section	4.3.2).	The	 theoretical	 implications	of	 self-awareness	 from	this	data	are	
clear:	 that	more	 attention	needs	 to	 be	paid	 to	 the	 factors	 that	 could	 limit	 one’s	 self-
awareness.	However,	the	pedagogic	implications	are	less	straightforward.	Although	it	is	






and	 accepting	 of,	 different	 communication	 and	 behaviour	 was	 difficult	 to	 obtain	
evidence	for,	except	in	the	instance	of	Carl	(see	Case	Study	One,	Incident	Two,	Section	
4.3.2),	who	did	not	learn	to	be	flexible	and	accepting	towards	Hitchens,	but	made	himself	
appear	 so.	 This	 instance	 in	 itself	 shows	 that	 flexibility	 can	 appear	 outwardly	 in	
behaviour,	 but	 internally	 there	 instead	 be	 resistance	 or	 opposition.	 One	 can	 appear	
flexible	 (and	 accepting),	 but	 privately	 disagree	 with	 the	 behaviour	 of	 one’s	 fellow	
teammates.	 This	 finding	 has	 thought-provoking	 implications	 for	 understanding	 the	
development	of	intercultural	competence,	and	the	question	of	whether	external	displays	
of	intercultural	competence	reflect	internal	thought	processes.	Put	another	way,	one	can	
appear	 outwardly	 as	 interculturally	 competent,	 such	 as	 seeming	 flexible	 in	 way	 of	
thinking,	but	in	fact	only	be	utilising	that	competence	to	achieve	a	certain	end.	This	may	
cause	researchers	to	rethink	the	conceptualisation	of	a	global	mind-set	and	raise	ethical	








7.3.4 How, and to what extent, is the Taylor’s model of intercultural competence 
development a valuable framework for exploring the development of IC? Are there 
other aspects of learning IC not covered by the Taylor? 
	
These	 sub-questions	 demand	 an	 evaluation	 of	 the	 usefulness	 of	 Taylor’s	 model	 for	
developing	intercultural	competence.	In	the	Literature	Review	chapter	(section	2.2.2.4)	
I	 suggested	 several	 limitations	 to	 the	model	 for	 this	 context.	 These,	 and	 others	 that	
emerged	from	the	data,	and	their	implications,	will	be	discussed	below.	
	
There	were	 aspects	 of	 Taylor’s	model	 that	were	 useful	 for	 better	 understanding	 the	
development	of	IC	in	this	context.	During	the	analysis	the	usage	of	dissonance,	cognitive	




initial	 theory,	 that	 the	 reflective	 orientation	 “represents	 deep	 critical	 thought	 in	
becoming	interculturally	competent”	(Taylor,	1994b,	p.	164).	My	data	found	that	there	




































the	 individuals’	 responses	 to	 different	 incidents	 (see	 Cross-Case	 Analysis	 Chapter,	
Section	6.1),	 as	well	 as	 the	 contextual	 circumstances	of	 the	 incident	 that	 they	had	 to	










workshop	was	 not	 sufficient	 to	 develop	 particular	 intercultural	 competencies.	 In	my	
own	 research,	 one	 six-week	 intercultural	 teamwork	 project	 (where	 the	 focus	 is	 on	
outcome,	 not	 process)	was	 also	 not	 enough	 to	 enable	 extensive	 learning	 of	 different	





7.3.5 Conclusions to RQ2, and implications for changes to the GPCF and Taylor’s model 
	
From	the	analysis	of	the	data,	and	this	discussion	it	has	become	evident	that	the	GPCF	




embarking	 on	 teamwork	 projects.	 This	 figure	 shows	 the	 importance	 of	 institutional	
support,	 and	 repetition	 of	 experiences.	 The	 challenges	 that	 the	 students	 faced	
engendered	some	reflection	and	learning,	but	it	was	limited	by	inherent	weaknesses	of	



































































































































coding.	 It	 is	 possible	 that	 other	 researchers	 would	 interpret	 the	 data,	 and	 the	
incidents	 observed	 in	 the	 data	 differently.	 This	 could	 be	 particularly	 true	 of	
conclusions	as	the	development	of	ICs	that	took	place.	
3. The	 participants	 were	 STEM	 students,	 and	 as	 such	 the	 findings	 may	 only	 be	




balanced	 teams	would	have	generated	a	different	 team	dynamic	 to	 the	ones	 seen	
here.		
5. Even	 though	 process	 data	 was	 essential	 to	 the	 research	 aims,	 it	 involved	 direct	
observation,	which	could	have	had	an	impact	on	the	behaviour	of	the	students.	Both	
group	projects	gained	firsts,	and	it	is	possible	that	the	effect	of	being	observed	doing	

















9. It	 is	 still	 unclear	 how	 to	 measure	 learning	 and	 development	 of	 intercultural	
competencies	 cumulatively	 (i.e.	 across	 the	 period	 of	 a	 three-year	 degree).	 This	
research	looks	at	individual	instances	of	development	but	measuring	the	cumulative	
development	of	IC	will	still	be	a	concern	to	educators	and	researchers,	particularly	if	
they	 intend	 to	 embed	more	 opportunities	 to	 undertake	 projects	 in	 multicultural	
teams	in	the	curriculum.	
7.5 Chapter Conclusion 
	
This	chapter	has	reconsidered	 the	research	questions	and	provided	answers	 to	 them	
based	on	the	findings	from	the	three	preceding	chapters.	In	the	first	part	of	this	chapter	
I	compared	the	findings	with	self-report	research	and	summarised	the	results	in	Table	
67.	 These	 results	 illuminated	 some	 aspects	 of	 the	 self-report	 research	 and	 provided	
recommendations	both	for	researchers	and	practitioners	looking	at	this	context.	In	the	
second	part	of	this	chapter	I	considered	how	the	findings	of	this	research	informed	our	
understanding	of	 the	development	of	 intercultural	competencies	and	then	(in	 light	of	










the	 study	 followed	 by	 a	 consideration	 of	 implications	 for	 teachers	 and	 HEIs,	 and	
recommendations	for	future	research.	
	
8.1 Restatement of Aims 
	
The	 initial	 objective	 of	 this	 study	 was	 to	 observe	 and	 research	 student	 teamwork	
processes	as	they	undertake	projects	in	multicultural	teams.	There	were	then	two	main	
aims.	The	 first	was	 to	understand,	 through	analysing	 their	 teamwork	processes,	how	
students’	 intercultural	 competencies	 are	 developed	 in	 such	 teamwork	 projects.	 The	
second	was	to	investigate	the	extent	to	which	students'	ICs	were	developed	as	evidenced	





student	 teams	 undertaking	 a	 teamwork	 project	 in	 a	 STEM	 subject.	 A	 multimethod	
approach	was	adopted	to	collect	data.	This	included	direct	observation,	recording	and	
analysis	 of	 team	 meetings,	 stimulated	 reflection	 interviews,	 and	 analyses	 of	 online	
discussions	between	the	team	members.	Although	there	were	instances	of	development	
of	 ICs,	 the	 small	 sample	 size	means	 these	 findings	 cannot	be	generalised	beyond	 the	
specific	learners	and	contexts	involved	in	this	study.			
	
8.2 Summary of Findings 
	
The	overall	 finding	of	 this	 study	was	 that	 the	development	of	 ICs	 from	working	on	a	
project	 in	 a	multicultural	 team	was	quite	 limited.	However,	 it	was	also	 seen	 that	 the	
process	of	development	is	complex	and	unique	to	each	learner	based	on	their	previous	
experiences,	 the	 role	 they	 played	 in	 the	 team,	 and	 how	 they	 reflected	 on	 different	
incidents	 during	 their	 project.	 This	 qualitative	 analysis	 of	 development,	 using	 two	
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theoretical	 frameworks	 not	 previously	 employed	 in	 this	 type	 of	 research	 context,	
generated	some	 interesting	new	facets	of	 intercultural	competence	development	 that	
need	 to	 be	 considered	 in	 pedagogic	 practices,	 and	 in	 future	 research.	 These	 will	 be	
discussed	further	below.	
	
8.3 Evaluation of the Contribution of the Study 
	
The	 results	 of	 the	 present	 study	 shows	 that	 several	 factors	 are	 important	 in	 the	
development	of	intercultural	competencies	at	different	stages	of	the	learning	process.	
The	main	 factors	 are	 that	 teamwork	 by	 itself	 does	 not	 foster	 students'	 ICs,	 and	 that	
facilitated	 reflection	 is	 important	 to	 help	 students	 develop.	 Those	 findings	 will	 be	
considered	 in	 more	 detail	 according	 to	 the	 three	 different	 stages	 outlined	 in	 the	
literature	 review	 (see	 section	 2.2.4),	 namely,	 stages	 that	were	 derived	 from	Taylor's	
(1994a)	framework	for	developing	intercultural	competencies	and	adapted	for	use	in	
the	 analyses	 undertaken	 in	 this	 study.	 For	 each	 stage	 I	will	 summarise	 the	 practical	
implications	 for	 teachers	 and	 HEIs.	 Following	 this	 evaluation,	 I	 will	 present	
recommendations	for	future	research.	
	



















that	 they	 are	 about	 to	have.	This	 could	 include	 a	 focus	on	key	 skills	 suggested	by	 IC	
researchers	(Deardorff,	2006;	Spencer-Oatey	&	Dauber,	2017),	which	include	the	ability	
to	observe,	 listen,	analyse,	 reflect,	accommodate	and	evaluate.	Alternatively,	 students	
could	 be	 pre-taught	 theories	 on	 intercultural	 communication	 and	 IC	 development,	
although	researchers	such	as	Turner	(2009)	did	not	find	this	to	be	effective.	This	could	
be	because	 intercultural	 communication	 theory	does	 tend	 to	be	 focusing	on	national	
cultures,	whereas	a	more	nuanced	approach	would	be	required.	Care	needs	to	be	taken	
when	teaching	concepts	 from	intercultural	communication	 lest	students	start	making	
generalisations	 about	 intercultural	 communication	 based	 on	 nationality,	 as	 Turner	
herself	 found.	 Lecturers	 would	 need	 significant	 input	 on	 theories	 of	 intercultural	
communication	 and	 developing	 ICs	 in	 order	 to	 develop	 their	 own	 interventions	 to	
improve	 the	 IC	 development	 of	 their	 students.	 This	 approach	 requires	 time	 for	 the	
lecturer	to	develop	their	teaching	and	learning	practices.	They	would	also	need	access	
to	 the	 relevant	 resources	 to	 help	 inform	 their	 decisions.	 Some	 HEIs	 may	 be	 at	 an	





students	 should	 be	 made	 aware	 that	 the	 rewards	 of	 developing	 intercultural	
competencies	 through	 teamwork	 outweigh	 the	 inconveniences	 when	 it	 comes	 to	
improving	 their	 employability	 and	 enriching	 their	 overall	 experience	 of	 higher	
education.	There	would	need	to	be	a	significant	 investment	of	 time	and	resources	by	
HEIs	 and	 by	 teachers	 in	 order	 to	 achieve	 this,	 which	 could	 prove	 to	 be	 challenging.	




competencies	 to	 prepare	 them	 for	 international	 workplaces,	 then	 more	 resources	
should	be	invested	in	this	area.			
	








part	 of	 the	 learning	 experience,	 since	minuting	 and	documenting	meetings	 is	 part	 of	
professional	teamwork.	Some	more	guidance	on	documenting	the	meetings	could	enable	




















8.3.2 Incidents that can stimulate learning 
	
From	this	study	 it	was	 found	that	students	who	 imbued	more	meaning	 into	different	






8.3.2.1 Practical Implications 
	
The	 students	 who	 participated	 more	 in	 their	 teams	 in	 terms	 of	 talking-time	 across	
different	 types	 of	 activity	 (e.g.	 task	 discussion,	 rapport-related	 communication,	 and	












of	 resources	 but	 would	 be	 beneficial	 in	 making	 group	 projects	 more	 inclusive	 and	
increasing	the	opportunities	for	learning	incidents	for	all	group	members.		
	
8.3.3 Processes required after there has been an incident to stimulate learning 
	
A	key	finding	from	this	study	was	that	students	need	to	engage	in	reflection	in	order	to	
learn	 from	 their	 experiences	 and	 develop	 intercultural	 competencies.	 It	was	 evident	













could	 involve	 adding	 reflective	 written	 assignments	 to	 the	 team	 assignment.	 Asking	
students	 to	 produce	 their	 own	 reflective	 accounts	 could	 help	 them	 develop	 (BOUD	


















access	 to	 IC	 frameworks	 and	 other	 intercultural	 education	 resources	 to	 help	 guide	






8.4 Recommendations for further research 
	
There	are	several	aspects	of	 this	research	which	need	to	be	taken	further	 in	order	to	
enhance	 understanding	 of	 how	 students	 develop	 intercultural	 competencies	 from	







8.4.1 Stimulated Reflection in Interviews 
	
The	 stimulated-reflection	aspect	of	 this	 research	was	used	 to	 shed	 light	on	 students’	
thought-processes	 as	 they	 went	 through	 their	 teamwork	 projects.	 This	 was	 useful	
because	 it	 provided	 insights	 into	 the	 students’	 rationalisations	 of	 their	 behaviour.	





criteria.	However,	 this	 could	have	posed	different	 problems,	 such	 as	 the	 students	 all	
choosing	 different	 clips,	 which	 would	 have	 made	 it	 impossible	 to	 get	 different	
perspectives	on	the	same	event,	or	students	being	unable	to	remember	any	incident	that	
fitted	the	criteria.	Further	research	in	this	area	is	needed	where	researchers	try	different	
protocols	 using	 stimulated	 reflection	 and	 evaluate	 their	 effectiveness.	 Stimulated	
reflection	was	useful	in	bringing	students	face-to-face	with	their	behaviour	during	team	
meetings.	It	could	be	that	using	this	method	in	research	where	the	students	have	been	





8.4.2 Observing student team processes 
	
Much	of	the	previous	research	on	students	working	in	multicultural	teams	in	HEIs	has	
focussed	 on	 self-reporting.	 One	 aspect	 in	 which	 this	 study	 differed	 is	 that	 the	 team	
processes	were	observed	and	recorded.	This	method	was	quite	resource	intensive	and	
there	was	a	considerable	amount	of	data	to	process;	however,	it	did	provide	insights	into	
teamwork	processes	 that	 self-reporting	 research	has	not.	 The	 recommendation	 from	
this	 is	 that	 a	 variety	 of	 methods	 should	 be	 used	 to	 investigate	 students	 working	 in	
multicultural	 teams	at	university.	This	would	 include	self-reporting	methods,	such	as	





recommendation	 for	 further	 research	 using	 the	 method	 is	 that	 it	 should	 follow	 the	
students	 through	 the	 course	 of	 their	 degree	 as	 they	 are	 assigned	 several	 teamwork	
projects.	This	would	enable	a	qualitative	understanding	of	cumulative	IC	development	
to	 be	 recorded	 and	 should	 significantly	 contribute	 to	 IC	 development	 theory	 since	
current	models	are	based	mostly	on	overseas	sojourns.	
	
8.4.3 Combining the GPCF and Taylor's model of IC development 
	
One	of	 the	conclusions	 from	the	 literature	 review	 for	 this	 study	was	 that	neither	 the	
existing	 IC	 compositional	 frameworks	 nor	 the	 IC	 developmental	 frameworks	 were	
sufficient	alone	for	understanding	IC	development	in	students	working	in	multicultural	
teams.	 Combining	 the	 two	 types	 of	 frameworks	 was	 demonstrated	 to	 be	 useful	 for	
improving	 understanding	 of	 IC	 development,	 although	 each	 framework	 had	 to	 be	
adapted	to	this	context.	Clearly,	there	is	a	need	for	more	adaptive	frameworks,	and	most	








8.5 Final thoughts 
	
The	main	purpose	of	this	research	was	to	understand	if	and	how	students	developed	ICs	
from	 working	 in	 multicultural	 teams.	 It	 also	 aimed	 to	 better	 understand	 student	





ICs	greatly	 from	 their	 teamwork	experiences,	 reflection	was	a	useful	 tool	 for	helping	






and	 the	 need	 to	 facilitate	 reflective	 practices.	 The	 findings	 generated	 several	
recommendations	for	further	research.	These	include:	further	research	to	test	and	refine	
the	 use	 of	 stimulated	 reflection,	 more	 observational	 research	 on	 student	 teamwork	
processes,	 and	 research	 to	 further	 develop	 IC	 development	 frameworks	 that	 can	 be	
adapted	to	a	HE	context.	Adjusting	pedagogic	practices	and	undertaking	this	research	is	
important	 for	 HEIs.	 It	 will	 enable	 them	 to	 better	 prepare	 students	 for	 international	
workplaces,	 which	 will	 have	 a	 positive	 impact	 on	 the	 workplaces	 that	 the	 students	
eventually	enter,	and	on	wider	society	through	an	increase	in	citizens	with	the	requisite	
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Intercultural Teamwork at University 
 
Names of researchers: 
Thomas Greenaway - Main Researcher 
Prof. Helen Spencer-Oatey - Supervisor 
Research Student 
My name is Thomas Greenaway and I am a PhD student at the University of Warwick. 
I am researching intercultural group work at university. In order to do this I would like 
to study your group work sessions and would be most grateful if you would agree to 
participate. 
 
Purpose of the study: 
 
The purpose of my study is to explore different aspects of group work, to the end of 
improving our understanding of them. It will involve recording (both video and audio) 
(some of) your group work discussions, interviewing you and collecting other relevant 
material such as emails and course extracts over a period of this module. 
 
Confidentiality, Privacy and Participation 
 
Participation in this project is entirely voluntary, and you retain the right to leave the 
project at any time, without explanation or justification. 
 
The data, as indicated on the consent form, may be used for different purposes. This 
is hopefully to ensure that the findings are disseminated widely and with the intention 
of improving practice.  
 
As a participant, you will be entitled to receive feedback and debriefing on the data 
collected. You will also be given access to transcripts and a copy of the research 
project will be made available should you wish to read it before it is submitted. 
 
In this project all data, names, places and organisations will be anonymised. This is to 
protect the identities of the participants.  
 
Thank you for considering participating in this project. If you have any questions or 




Contact Person: Thomas Greenaway, Centre for Applied Linguistics, University of Warwick, 




Participation & Recording Consent Form 
Research Project Title: 
Intercultural Teamwork at University 
 
Names of researchers: 
Thomas Greenaway - Researcher 
Prof. Helen Spencer-Oatey - Supervisor 
I confirm that I have read and understood the Information Sheet for the above project and that I agree to 
take part in the study as described. I confirm that I have had the opportunity to ask any questions that I 
may have and that I may keep the Information Sheet for my records. 
As part of this project we would like to audio and video record your participation in classes and group 
work meetings and use it in various ways. Please indicate below what uses of the data you are willing to 
consent to. This is completely up to you. We will only use the records in ways that you agree to. 
Records,	names,	places	and	organisations	will	be	anonymised	in	any	use	of	these.	
Please indicate your consent in the tables below: 
Your participation can be video and audio recorded (Please circle).	 	 Yes	 	 	 No 
	




















1	 The data can be studied by the researchers 
for use in the research project.	
	 	 	 	
2	 The data can be used for academic and 
professional publications.	
	 	 	 	
3	 Extracts from the data can be used in 
training and assessment materials.	
	 	 	 	
4	 Extracts from the data can be 
showed/played to students or professionals 
interested in the research project.	
	 	 	 	
5	 Extracts from the data can be shown in 
presentations to non-specialist groups.	
	 	 	 	
6	 The record of the data can be made 
available to other academic researchers.	
	 	 	 	
I have read the above descriptions and give my consent for the use of records as indicated in the table 
above. 
Name ____________________________________ (please print) 
Signature _______________________ 
Email:_____________________________________ Date___________  
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11.2 Case Study One, Facebook Communication after this Incident, and 
Beginning of Incident Two 
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